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SUMMARY AND RECOMMENDATIONS 
This study was undertaken in order to develop information that could be 
used to assess the feasibility of Nebraska compliance with federal guidelines 
under the Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention Act for removing 
juveniles from jails and lockups for adults. Information derived from 
existing literature, official data on juveniles in Nebraska jails, data 
generated from a study of existing alternative detention facilities, and a 
survey of sheriffs was used. In addition, a policy analysis of Nebraska laws 
and proposed changes in federal JJDPA law was undertaken. 
What follows are recommendations aimed at facilitating Nebraska 1 s 
compliance with federal JJDPA guidelines. 
1. Certain improvements should be made in the records on juveniles in 
jails in order to monitor compliance more effectively. All counties should 
collect data on length of stay, out-of-county residence, the reason for 
holding a juvenile over 24 hours, and persons to whom juveniles are 
released. More specific information is needed on the latter as the currently 
used categories, "to other authority" and "to responsible person," are too 
general to be of any value. 
The need for more specificity also applies to record keeping at the Youth 
Development Center in Geneva. More detailed information should be kept on the 
reasons for ordering youth there. 
2. Since children under 13 are now detained in Nebraska jails or lockup 
facilities (See Table l.) in violation of §43-251, an existent or new state 
task force (including jail personnel) should review or monitor present intake 
v 
procedures. Age compliance should be immediate because jail personnel subject 
themselves to civil liability for violating state law. 
3. In some Nebraska communities facilities are available that could be 
used as alternatives to jails. If better coordination took place between law 
enforcement and social services, fewer juveniles might be detained in jails 
(particularly in the non-offender category). 
Based on policy considerations in the 1984 proposed changes to the 
Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention Act (JJDPA) and in the 1984 Report 
of the Study Commission on Programs and Services for Dependent Youth and Youth 
Offenders in Nebraska (1984 Study Commission), the following recommendations 
address the problems of juvenile offenders and, where possible, emphasize 
strengthening and maintaining the family unit (as well as allowing Nebraska to 
come into substantial compliance with the JJDPA). 
4. Amend §43-247(3)(b) to remove the jurisdiction of the juvenile court 
over status offenders. This was a specific recommendation of the 1984 Study 
Commission which recognized that family disputes (except in rare instances) 
are not resolved and may, in fact, be exacerbated by court intervention. This 
recommendation will reduce the number of non-offenders in jails and secure 
detention. 
5. Amend §43-247(1)(2)(4) to provide for exclusive jurisdiction in the 
juvenile court for juveniles under 18 years of age except that the District 
Court shall have exclusive jurisdiction over juveniles over 13 and under 18 
years of age for the offenses of murder, robbery, kidnapping, and sexual 
assault. A juvenile charged with these offenses in District Court could be 
waived or transferred to juvenile court under the provisions of §43-261. 
Nebraska's concurrent jurisdiction statute (and waiver from adult to juvenile 
court) is unique among the 50 states. When juvenile judges were not always 
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attorneys, a concern was felt that the legal decision on jurisdiction should 
be made by county attorneys. Juvenile judges in Nebraska are now attorneys 
and can objectively decide whether characteristics of the offender or the 
offense make jurisdiction in the juvenile court inappropriate. If this change 
were enacted, Nebraska would come under one of the 1984 exceptions to removal 
of juveniles from jail, i.e., juveniles subject to exclusive criminal court 
jurisdiction based on age and offense limitation and when felony charges have 
been filed. 
6. Amend §43-286(1) so that fines would be a dispositional alternative 
in juvenile court and amend the appropriate sections of the adult sentencing 
provisions in Chapter 29 so that fines would be a preferred sentence for 
juveniles committing traffic offenses and some misdemeanors (e.g., theft under 
$100.00). This will reduce the number of juveniles (particularly 16- and 
17-year-olds) sentenced to jail for minor offenses. 
7. Amend §43-255 to require that juveniles may be temporarily detained 
in secure detention facilities for no longer than 24 hours. This statutory 
change is necessary in order to comply with the JJDPA. 
8, Amend §43-251 to include a statutory preference for in-home detention 
for most juvenile off enders, Juveniles would remain in their homes pending 
court appearance under intensive supervision by a court officer. In some 
Nebraska communities citizen volunteers could serve as supervisors of in-home 
detention. Local schools would be a valuable resource in organizing the in-
home detention program. The 1984 Study Commission supported schools as the 
single strongest link in any comprehensive plan for juveniles (Choices and 
Challenges, p. 24). 
9, Organize community youth emergency shelters. Juveniles would be 
placed in this non-secure facility for up to 24 hours until another pre-
vii 
adjudication placement could be arranged (preferably a return to the family or 
a relative's home). The 1984 Study Commission found that community resources 
in Nebraska were under-utilized. Schools, churches, or other community groups 
could provide the leadership in organizing youth emergency facilities. Social 
services and law enforcement should be involved in the planning stages. The 
current Nebraska network of foster care providers would be an additional 
valuable resource in setting up the program. 
10. Obtain state or federal funding for creative in-home supportive 
services. The current Outreach and Home-Based Services Project in Lancaster 
County (funded by HEW) is one example. The project utilizes a team of youth 
and family workers who seek out youth not normally requesting services, meet 
with them at home, and develop a service plan to be delivered in the home. 
Prevention of out-of-home placements is the major goal through strengthening 
families and preparing youth for independent living. 
11. Amend §43-251 so that when a juvenile is taken into custody pursuant 
to §43-248 and §43-250, a court-designated intake officer would be contacted 
to determine the appropriate pre-adjudication detention (if any). If a 
juvenile were brought to a jail or lockup, the intake officer would be 
contacted. Decisions by the intake worker could be made by telephone. 
Locally or regionally developed criteria for detention would be established by 
the court with input from interested persons (law enforcement, county 
attorneys, etc.). The Maine Juvenile Statutes could provide a model. If a 
juvenile is to be detained, the law enforcement officer should immediately 
notify a juvenile intake worker who would make the decision where the juvenile 
should be placed for interim care. Detention, if ordered, would be in the 
least restrictive residential facility available. 
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Although the GAUR Study focuses on children in jails in Nebraska, the data 
suggest that the length of pre- and post-adjudication detention could be 
reduced by the following: 
12. Amend §43-277 so that if a juvenile is in detention, an adjudication 
on the petition will be heard within 20 days, unless there are special 
circumstances when the reason for the delay would be made in writing on the 
record. 
13. Where community medical and psychiatric facilities are available 
(particularly in the more populous areas), the state should pay a negotiated 
amount for a pre- or post-adjudication evaluation in the community rather than 
send the juvenile to Geneva for evaluation as is presently authorized by §43-
258 and §43-281. According to the GAUR data, almost 26 percent of the 30-day 
1983 evaluations came from Sarpy, Douglas, and Lancaster Counties. Sixteen 
percent of the Geneva evaluations involved juveniles 13 or younger. One of 
the problems addressed by the 1984 Study Commission was the "financial 
disincentives that encourage communities to turn troubled and troublesome 
youth over to the state for services, frequently in settings away from their 
homes or communities" (p. 33). Placing juveniles in foster care, rather than 
providing services at home to strengthen families, is another example of a 
current financial disincentive. 
14. State of Nebraska Jail Standard (Chapter 5, 003.01B) needs to be 
modified so that classification and assignment is consistent with federal 
JJDPA guidelines. The present standards permits persons sixteen and seventeen 
years of age to co-mingle with adult inmates (18 years and older). Federal 
guidelines prohibit the co-mingling of persons less than 18 years of age with 
adult inmates. The Nebraska standard needs to be changed to read " ••• that 
inmates under the age of eighteen (18) shall be housed separately from and out 
of sight of inmates the age of eighteen (18) or over. 
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INTRODUCTION 
Approximately 479,000 juveniles are locked up in adult jails each year in 
the United States. (U.S. Department of Justice, 1983), National standards 
developed by the American Bar Association, the National Advisory Commission on 
Criminal Justice Standards and Goals, and the National Coalition for Jail 
Reform in 1983 call for a child's release from secure detention unless he or 
she poses a significant threat to public safety or the court process. If 
these standards were followed, over 50 percent of the juveniles now detained 
could be released (U.S. Department of Justice, 1983). 
Confinement of juveniles in adult facilities presents a number of widely 
recognized problems. The National Coalition for Jail Reform points out that 
77 percent of the nation's jails have no medical facilities, Seventy-five 
percent have no rehabilitation or treatment facilities, and 81 percent of the 
inmates are afforded less than 60 square feet of space each (Allison, 1983), 
Even a short-term stay in an adult jail exposes male and female juveniles to 
sexual assault, exploitation, and physical injury. Then, too, being jailed 
with adults gives a juvenile offender exposure to a society that encourages 
delinquent behavior and provides sophisticated criminal techniques and 
contacts. 
Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention Act of 1974 
Congress passed the Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention Act of 
1974 in response to the problems that result from confinement of juveniles in 
adult jails. In general, the JJDP Act was intended to "encourage and support 
the development of appropriate alternatives to fill the gap between ignoring 
illegal behavior and continuing excessive incarceration," In addition, it 
called for increased emphasis on due procedural process safeguards; youth and 
citizen involvement in the planning, design, implementation, and evaluation of 
2 
programs for children; youth advocacy efforts; recognition of children's 
rights and responsibilties under the law; strengthened community efforts to 
prevent delinquency; diversion programs; and development of community-based 
alternatives to detention, jailing, and incarceration (U.S. Department of 
Justice, 1980). 
This Act required that states receiving formula grants under the Act 
submit a plan for their expenditures to the administering federal agency, the 
Office of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention. The original version 
of the Act required states receiving funds to comply with three provisions: 
§223(a)(12) provides that within two years after submission of 
the plan that juveniles who are charged with or who have 
committed offenses that would not be criminal if committed by 
an adult should not be placed in juvenile detention or 
correctional facilities but must be placed in shelter 
facilities. 
(13) provides that juveniles alleged to be or found to be 
delinquentl shall not be detained or confined in any 
institution in which they have regular contact with adult 
persons incarcerated because they have been convicted of a 
crime or are awaiting trial on criminal charges. 
(14) provides for an adequate system of monitoring jails, 
detention facilities, and correctional facilities to insure 
that the requirements of §'s 223 (12) and (13) are met and for 
annual reporting of the results of such monitoring to the 
OJJDP administrator. 
The original version of the Act stated that if states failed to accomplish 
the deinstitutionalization mandate contained in §(a)(l2), they would lose 
their eligibility to receive formula grant funds. The Juvenile Justice 
Amendments of 1977 (Public Law 95-115) changed §(a)(12) to include non-
offenders (dependent, neglected, abused children, etc.) and status 
offenders. Also, the language was deleted that appeared to direct that all 
1A juvenile is considered delinquent if he or she is involved in activity 
that is criminal in nature regardless of age. This would include assault, 
burglary, etc. 
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status offenders and non-offenders be placed in shelter facilities. This 
ultimately provided states with the option of using any number of alternatives 
to juvenile detention and correctional facilities, such as group homes, foster 
homes, etc. More time was also given to states for compliance with the 
deinstitutionalization requirement. The time was not to exceed an additional 
two years, provided a state was found to be in "substantial compliance within 
three years of the beginning date of their participation and had made, through 
appropriate legislative or executive action, an unequivocal commitment to 
achieving full compliance within an additional two years" (U.S. Department of 
Justice, 1980). Substantial compliance was considered to be not less than 75 
percent compliance within three years of the beginning date of their 
participation under the Act. 
The Juvenile Justice Amendments of 1980 brought more changes to the Act as 
§( 12)(a) was amended to include "offenses which do not constitute violations 
of valid court orders." Also, the phrase "juvenile detention or correctional 
facility" was deleted and the phrase "secure detention facilities or secure 
correctional facilities" was added. Also, §223(a) (14) was added which calls 
for the removal of juveniles from all adult jails and lockups in the United 
States. The following is a summary of the current Act: 
( 12) (a): To provide within three years after submission of 
the initial plan that juveniles who are charged with or who 
have committed offenses that would not be criminal if 
committed by an adult, or offenses which do not constitute 
violations of valid court orders, or such non-offenders as 
dependent or neglected children, shall not be placed in secure 
detention facilities or secure correctional facilities. 
(13): To provide that juveniles alleged to be or found to be 
delinquent and youths within the purview of paragraph (12) 
shall not be detained or confined in any institution in which 
they have been convicted of a crime or are awaiting trial on 
criminal charges. 
(14): To provide that, beginning after the five-year period 
following the date of enactment of the Juvenile Justice 
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Amendments of 1980, no juvenile shall be detained or confined 
in any jail or lockup for adults, except that the 
administrator shall promulgate regulations which (a) recognize 
the special needs of areas characterized by low population 
density with respect to the detention of juveniles; and (b) 
shall permit the temporary detention in such adult facilities 
of juveniles accused of serious crimes against persons, 
subject to the provisions of paragraph (13), where no existing 
acceptable alternative placement is available. 
The term "secure detention facility" means any public or 
private residential facility which--(a) includes construction 
fixtures designed to physically restrict the movements and 
activities of juveniles or other individuals held in lawful 
custody in such facility; and (b) is used for the temporary 
placement of any juvenile who is accused of having committed 
an offense, of any non-offender, or of any other individual 
accused of having committed a criminal offense. (Juvenile 
Justice and Delinquency Prevention Act of 1974, as amended.) 
The term "secure correctional facility" means any public or 
private residential facility which (a) includes construction 
fixtures designed to physically restrict the movements and 
activities of juveniles or other individuals held in lawful 
custody in such facility; and (b) is used for the placement, 
after adjudication and disposition, of any juvenile who has 
been adjudicated as having committed an offense, any non-
offender, or any other individual convicted of a criminal 
offense (Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention Act of 
1974, as amended). 
The enforcement mechanism for the Act, §223(c), now reads as follows: 
The Administrator shall approve any state plan and any 
modification thereof that meets the requirements of this 
section. Failure to achieve compliance with the subsection 
(a)(l2)(A) requirement within the three-year time limitation 
shall terminate any State's eligibility for funding under this 
subpart unless the Administrator determines that the State is 
in substantial compliance with the requirement, through 
achievement of deinstitutionalization of not less than 75 per 
centum of such juveniles or through removal of 100 percent of 
such juveniles from secure correctional facilities, and has 
made, through appropriate executive or legislative action, an 
unequivocal commitment to achieving full compliance within a 
reasonable time not exceeding two additional years. 
Failure to achieve compliance with the requirements of 
subsection (a)(14) within the five-year time limitation shall 
terminate any State's eligibility for funding under this 
subpart, unless the Administrator determines that (1) the 
State is in substantial compliance with such requirements 
through the achievement of not less than 75 percent removal of 
juveniles from jails and lockups for adults; and (2) the State 
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has made, through appropriate executive or legislative action, 
an unequivocal commitment to achieving full compliance within 
a reasonable time, not to exceed two additional years 
(Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention Act of 1974, as 
amended). 
Determining exactly how far states have gone in an attempt to meet the 
deadlines set up by the Act is difficult. When asked what progress was being 
made by the states to comply with the jail removal mandate, a spokesman from 
OJJDP said that "many states have made very serious and good faith efforts to 
set up strategies to achieve compliance, so from that standpoint we think it's 
progressing well. However, we don't expect to beat the deadline" (Allison, 
1983). 
One state that has met the deadline is Pennsylvania. In 1975, 3,196 
juveniles were held in adult jails. That number has been dropped to only four 
in 1980, and none since then. This decrease has not resulted in an increase 
in the number of juveniles in secure detention. In fact, the number of 
juveniles in secure detention in Pennsylvania dropped by 38 percent between 
1974 and 1981 (Allison, 1983). 
Overview of this Study 
The present study examines the feasibility of Nebraska compliance with 
federal guidelines (for receipt of formula grants) under the Juvenile Justice 
and Delinquency Prevention Act for removing juveniles from adult jails by 
December, 1985. The study consists of these components: (1) a review of the 
literature related to the removal of juveniles from jails and lockups for 
adults, ( 2) a descriptive analysis of the numbers and characteristics of 
juveniles confined in jails for adults in the state of Nebraska, (3) a study 
of a small sample of high and low confinement jurisdictions, ( 4) an 
inventory of alternative detention facilities along with an assessment of the 
physical and program capacities of such facilities, (5) a survey of criminal 
6 
justice officials in order to determine current operating procedures as they 
relate to the confinement of juveniles, and (6) a policy analysis of current 
Nebraska state laws and proposed changes in federal JJDPA law. 
Data for 91 of Nebraska's counties were available through the Nebraska 
Crime Commission; data for Douglas and Lancaster Counties had to be gathered 
separately from those offices. The data for Douglas and Lancaster Counties 
are reported separately because some differences existed in methods of 
reporting some data in those two counties. For example, Douglas and Lancaster 
Counties did not report data on length of stay, while the other counties 
did. Douglas and Lancaster Counties, however, did have data on persons to 
whom the juveniles were released while the other counties did not. Those data 
would be valuable to have on record in the future for all counties. 
Out-of-county residence of the juvenile and the reason for holding 
juveniles over 24 hours are two other pieces of information that were not 
available in 1983. Recording this information in the future would be valuable 
for the purpose of monitoring compliance on a county-to-county basis. 
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REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE 
A review of both the statutory provisions and the alternatives to jails in 
other states thath have attempted to comply with the JJDPA provides a 
background from which to assess the situation in Nebraska. 
Juvenile Statutes in Pennsylvania and Maine 
Pennsylvania is 100 percent in compliance with the JJDPA. The two 
categories of juvenile offenses in Pennsylvania2 are delinquent and dependent 
(if children under 10 commit a delinquent act, they are classified as status 
offenders [similar to R.R.S. Neb 43-247(3) ], Murder or summary offenses 
(traffic, unlicensed driver, etc.) are not considered delinquent acts. The 
Juvenile Court can assess fines as a dispositional alternative. 
Probation officers (as well as police officers) can take children into 
custody and also receive and examine complaints and charges. In Nebraska, 
county attorneys screen most of the juvenile complaints. In some Nebraska 
counties, a probation officer may be assigned an intake function, but 
Pennsylvania appears to give additional screening authority to probation 
officers. 
Section 6303 of the Pennsylvania Juvenile Code provides that no children 
shall be detained, committed, or sentenced to imprisonment. If a case is 
informally adjusted; there can be no detention (§6323), Children taken into 
custody shall not even be placed in shelter care unless they have no parent, 
may abscond, or to protect personal property (§6325), 
In Pennsylvania, a delinquent may be placed or detained in foster care, 
detention camps, or other facilities approved by the Department of Welfare. 
2The citation to the Pennsylvania Juvenile Code is 42 Pa. C.S.A. Sec. 631 
et seq. Only the section numbers are used in this narrative. 
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Complete separation of children from detained or sentenced adults is 
required. Section 6327 provides that under no circumstances shall a child be 
detained in any facility with adults or where the child will be abused by 
other children. The sheriff must inform the court if a person under 18 is 
brought to jail. 
If juveniles are transferred or waived to an adult court in Pennsylvania, 
they may be detained in an adult or juvenile facility (if unable to make 
bail). In order that a juvenile will not remain in prolonged detention, the 
Pennsylvania statute provides that if a child is in detention, a hearing will 
be held on the petition within 10 days, unless there are special circumstances 
(evidence of danger to the child, etc.)3 (§6335). After adjudication, 
disposition is immediate or within 20 days. If a continuance is requested, 
the court shall take into consideration whether a child is detained. 
Unless dependent children are also found to be delinquent, they may not be 
confined in an institution for delinquent children in Pennsylvania. Few 
youthful offenders are transferred to adult court (except for murder or other 
serious felonies or for summary offenses--for which fines are the usual 
sentence) in Pennsylvania. 
Community Placement Programs in Pennsylvania. The Pennsylvania 
Legislature in 1976 passed Act 148, providing local governments a financial 
incentive to use community-based programs rather than detention centers or 
state facilities. The law went into effect in 1978 and provided state 
reimbursements to counties for 75 to 90 percent of community based programs 
and only 50 percent of detention costs. The state had previously paid 100 
3R.R.S. Neb. §43-277 provides that if juveniles are in custody or 
detained, they shall be brought before the juvenile court for adjudication as 
soon as possible but in all cases within a six-month period after a petition 
is filed. 
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percent of the cost for state facilities and only 50 percent for any local 
programs. The second major step was the passage of Act 41 which made it 
illegal after December 31, 1979 to detain any child in a jail in 
Pennsylvania. Preceding this, the state attorney general had ruled in 197 5 
that all juveniles held at the adult State Correctional Institution at Camp 
Hill had to be released. Jerome Miller, the State Commissioner of Children 
and Youth in Pennsylvania, used $3.5 million in state and federal funds to set 
up a network of alternative placements for the 300 youths affected by the 
ruling. 
Another ruling by state officials provided that federal funds could only 
be used to establish secure juvenile detention facilities if they were 
regional, multi-county facilities that held 15 juveniles or fewer. Statewide 
figures show that in 1981 detention centers in Pennsylvania averaged about 77 
percent of occupancy, but in rural regions the use of detention centers was 
much lower. This indicates that the idea of community placement programs have 
been the trend in Pennsylvania. 
The state of Pennsylvania maintains a wide variety of alternatives to 
incarceration, including an excellent foster care program. In Northumberland 
County alone, the 17 foster homes available handled 25 youths in 1982. The 
average stay was six to nine months. Another alternative used in Pennsylvania 
is the Cenacle Shelter in Harrisburg. This particular shelter offers short-
term crisis intervention for up to 10 delinquency and child welfare clients. 
The youths are referred from a four-county area, and the state pays for 90 
percent of the $55.00 per day that it costs. Pennsylvania also makes use of 
in-home detention to keep children out of jails and secure detention. In 
Dauphin County, two probation officers share a case load of no more than 14 
juveniles who either live in the natural home or a surrogate home and who are 
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not considered a danger to the community. Thus far, 90 percent of the 
youngsters have been free of delinquency while on detention status. One 
advantage to in-home detention is the cost, which is only $8 to $9 per day. 
Although Pennsylvania has succeeded in keeping its juveniles out of jail, 
police lockups are still used in some jurisdictions. Act 41 prohibits this, 
but still some 125 of the states' 375 police lockups are used to house 
juveniles while police process the paperwork on their arrests. At the 
present, no practical alternatives are available. Generally the time spent in 
a lockup is no more than four hours. 
Nebraska's concurrent juvenile and adult felony and misdemeanor 
jurisdiction results in more Nebraska youthful offenders being detained in and 
sentenced to adult jails. Nebraska juveniles who are 16- and 17-year-old 
status and non-offenders may also be comingled in adult jails. 
In comparing the public juvenile custody system4 in Pennsylvania and 
Nebraska, Children in Custody provides data about juveniles who were detained 
in public facilities in 1982. In Nebraska 233 juveniles were detained or 
incarcerated in four public facilities (117 per 100,000 age-eligible 
population) whereas Pennsylvania detained or incarcerated 1,178 juveniles in 
34 facilities (81 per 100,000 age-eligible population). Therefore, 
Pennsylvania does not appear to be removing children from jails and placing 
them in juvenile detention or other custodial public juvenile facilities. 
The experience in Nebraska and other states is that deinstitutionalization 
resulted in a sharp increase in out-of-home placements of status offenders. 
When LB 710 was passed in Nebraska, 33 status offenders were in the girls' 
and boys' development centers. The statute provided the court with an 
4 Includes detention facilities and other public institutional facilities 
(training schools, forestry camps, etc.). 
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alternative of committing the child to the custody of the Nebraska Department 
of Social Services for residential placement. No additional funds were 
allocated to the Department. The assumption was that perhaps 30 to 50 status 
offenders would be committed to the Department each year. However, two and 
one-half years later, the Department of Social Services reported that it was 
currently providing residential care for approximately 400 status offenders. 
Although LB 710 involved juvenile court dispositions, the same situation might 
occur when there are out-of-home placement alternatives to jail or 
detention. More children may be detained. 
The Maine Juvenile StatutesS provide in §3203 that if a law enforcement 
officer considers that proceedings should be initiated and a juvenile 
detained, the law enforcement officer shall immediately notify a juvenile 
intake worker who will make the decision as to whether the juvenile shall be 
placed for interim care. Detention, if ordered, shall be in the least 
restrictive residential facility and a petition must be filed within 24 hours 
[§3203(c) (d)]. A Maine juvenile may be detained in jail only when the 
facility has a separate section for juveniles with no contact with adult 
offenders. The Maine statute also requires that adequate staff be available 
to monitor juveniles at all times. 
Alternative Programs in the United States 
Alternatives to incarcerating juveniles have been utilized throughout the 
U.S. These alternatives appear to be more effective and efficient than 
jails. One study of alternatives to secure detention found that almost 90 
percent of the juveniles placed in alternative programs neither committed new 
offenses nor ran away (Young and Pappenfort, 1977). 
5The citation is 1115 M.R.S.A. 3001 et seq. Only the section numbers are 
used in this narrative. 
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Some of the more promising types of alternative programs in existence 
today merit consideration. 
Home Detention Programs. A youth is permitted to live at home and must 
meet with a probation officer on a frequent (usually daily) basis. Florida, 
Virginia, California, and Missouri provide this kind of program (Young and 
Pappenfort, 1977). 
Attention Homes. These are set up on a group-home basis, usually with 
capacity for five to 15 juveniles. Many times they are located in residential 
neighborhoods, allowing juveniles to attend public schools. Adult supervision 
is usually provided by a set of house parents who live at the facility, plus 
social workers and volunteers. Young and Pappenfort studied attention homes 
in Michigan, Colorado, and Montana. Runaway programs are group residences 
also, but they tend to differ from each other depending on what goals have 
been set. Some programs are designed specifically to serve runaways from a 
particular community or area while other programs have been developed to help 
juveniles from other states or jurisdictions who may be brought in by the 
police or courts. Because the ultimate goal is usually the same--a return to 
the natural parents--the length of stay is usually very short. The Transient 
Youth Center of Jacksonville, Florida is one example of the latter facility. 
Private Foster Homes. This type of facility may be the most common 
alternative to incarceration. They may also be the most varied. The Proctor 
Program in New Bedford, Maryland is run by a private social work agency. 
Single women aged 20-30 are paid to take in one girl at a time and provide 
care and supervision while treatment plans are developed for her. A program 
in Springfield, Massachusetts is actually a network of foster homes--two five-
bed group homes and a receiving unit group home with four beds. Foster 
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parents, group home parents, and professional staff all provide counseling and 
advocacy services (Young and Pappenfort, 1977). 
Michigan has had success with a program that uses a combination of foster 
parents, youth attendants, and professionals to provide emergency care for 
serious offenders awaiting court appearances. 
In 1978 the program placed 1,300 youths in 32 separate foster homes, with 
a truancy rate of only 10 percent. 
Rural Programs 
The rural programs reviewed are diverse. That is because rural America, 
like urban America, is not a homogeneous entity. While small towns are 
comparable in terms of population, economy, and resources, the forms that the 
programs take in the various communities vary considerably. 
In developing services and alternatives for those who come in contact with 
the juvenile justice system, the difficulties rural communities encounter are 
isolation from professionals, volunteers working with youth, isolation from 
community workers, and limited resources. 
The alternatives provided by a number of rural communities indicate a 
broad spectrum of services. 
reviewed. 
Below is a summary of different rural programs 
Network of Runaway Services (South Dakota). The objectives of the runaway 
projects are (1) to alleviate the immediate problem of runaway youth, (2) to 
reunite youth with their families and encourage resolution of intra-family 
problems, (3) to strengthen family relationships and encourage stable living 
conditions for youth, and (4) to help young people decide upon future courses 
of action. 
The Network of Runaway Services was made possible by a cosli tion of 10 
communities that provided a number of services to small towns, rural 
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communities, and Indian reservations. Some of the services are: (l) arrange 
for funding, (2) provide technical assistance and training, and (3) act as a 
liaison with federal and state governments. 
Foster Homes. The youth problem in Bitterroot Valley, Montana is mainly 
vandalism and to a lesser degree serious crime such as theft and burglary. 
The foster family program in Hamilton, Montana is operated by the probation 
officer. The decision to use foster care rather than group homes was based on 
cost considerations. The value of this program is keeping youth out of secure 
detention. 
Day and Residential Services for Youth (Louisiana). Two programs are 
involved in the Day and Residential Services for Youth: (l) A counseling and 
referral program was designed to address both with long term needs of youth. 
(2) The group home program provides a range of services for its residents, 
e.g.~ individual group counseling (with the youth and their families)~ 
academic counseling including placement in regular classroom or trade school 
and recreational programs. These services are being continually assessed and 
improved. 
The staff of the group home consists of an executive director, a program 
director, three counselors, and two proctors who work during the evening 
shifts. 
Rural Transportation (Iowa). 
incarcerated, the Christian Home 
In order to meet the problems of youth being 
Association in Iowa bought a van. The 
purpose of the van was getting youth out of jails, transporting them to and 
from court hearings, and taking them to school and home when they were 
involved in further system proceedings. 
transporting youth to clinics and day care. 
The van was also used for 
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Alternative School (Kentucky). The alternative school grew in response to 
the need to give the children of the area something to do on weekends. Youths 
are enrolled in this program based on their educational needs. Those children 
who can succeed in public school are not accepted unless they have emotional 
or family problems. 
From a weekend program, it expanded to a teenage day care center and a 
full-fledged academic program. While many students did not do well in the 
regular classroom, they responded favorably to the alternative setting. 
The largest problem of the school was facing the children's families who were 
uneducated. 
Non-Secure Detention (Michigan). The idea of the non-secure detention is 
that of a "home." A real plus to the program has been to have a family in 
residence. Staff members and their families live at the facility. The family 
has a .. home" feeling, reinforced by non-institutional furniture and 
surroundings and good food. The program worked well because of a low runaway 
rate. 
Family Partners (Iowa). The Family Partner concept was designed to work 
with the whole family unit, not just some members. Partners serve two 
functions: 1) simply listening to family members discuss their problems and 
2) engaging the family in outside activities--hobbies, recreation, etc., which 
can strengthen the family unit. 
Each partner works with his or her family from six months to one year. 
Partners are reimbursed at $3.00 per hour for their services. 
approximately 70 hours per week. 
They work 
Drop-in Center (Wyoming). Van Vleck House was initially a youth division 
project (which was an outgrowth of the Merlin Wyoming Mental Health Center). 
The home is a drop-in center that provides a variety of services to youth in 
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the Jackson community. Services include: (l) counseling and crisis 
intervention, (2) education, (3) youth employment, (4) special friends, and 
(5) recreation. 
Youth Specialist (Colorado). The primary function was to divert youth 
from the juvenile justice system, and delinquency prevention was also a 
goal. One promising program of the Youth Specialist is "youth teaching 
youth."' 
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JUVENILES IN JAIL 
Aggregate Data on 91 Counties 
Data on the characteristics of juveniles6 held in jails in 91 of 
Nebraska's 93 counties are shown in Table 1.7 A total of 2,373 juveniles were 
held in jails and lockups in these counties. Males represented 72.4 percent 
of the total. Most juveniles in jail were 16 (28.3 percent) or 17 (41.6 
percent) years old. Whites comprised 83.8 percent of the juveniles in jail, 
less than their percentage (95.06) in the Nebraska population as a whole. 
Blacks were also under-represented with 1.9 percent (compared to the state 
percentage of 3.05). Indians, however, were over-represented in the juvenile 
jail population. While Indians comprised less than 1 (.58) percent of the 
Nebraska population, they made up 7 percent of the juveniles in jail in the 91 
counties. 
Admissions were steady throughout the week, except for Sundays when they 
were lowest. The majority (87 .6 percent) of the juveniles were pre-trial 
status. 
As for time in detention, 43.6 percent were held over 24 hours, whereas 28 
percent were held four hours or less. The most frequent reason for release 
was "to other authority" (32.2 percent) followed by "to responsible person" 
(29.9 percent). 
As shown in Table 2, 20.6 percent of all offenses were status offenses. 
While juveniles 16 and 17 years old accounted for 48.9 percent of the status 
6For the purposes of this report, "juvenile" is defined as any person 
under age 18 [Rev. Statute of Nebraska §43-245(6)]. 
7 Data on Nebraska's two most populous counties, Douglas and Lancaster, 
were gathered from Douglas County Department of Corrections Youth Center, the 
Omaha Police Department, and Lancaster County and are reported separately. 
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TABLE 1 
DEMOGRAPHIC CHARACTERISTICS OF JUVENILES 
IN jAILS AND LOCKUPS IN NEBRASKA* 
Number Percent Number Percent 
Sex Custody Status 
Male 1,718 72.4 Pre-trial 2,079 87.6 
Female 655 27.6 Sentenced 294 12.4 
Total 2,373 100.0 Total 2,373 100.0 
~ Time in Detention 
Unknown 6 0.3 0-4 hours 665 28.0 
8 2 0.1 5-8 hours 158 6.7 
9 1 0.0 9·24 hours 518 21.8 
10 0 0.0 25-48 hours 305 12.9 
11 1 0.0 49·96 hours 301 12.7 
12 12 0.5 Over 96 hours 426 18.0 
13 59 2.5 Total 2,373 100.0 
14 220 9.3 
15 415 17.5 Reason Released 
16 671 28.3 Not released 25 1.1 
17 986 41.6 Bond 355 15.0 
Total 2,373 100.0 Paid fine 47 2.0 
Released on recognizance 92 3.9 
Race Sentence complete 186 7.8 
White 1,988 83.8 To responsible person 710 29.9 
Black 45 1.9 Temporary release 49 2.1 
Hispanic 128 5.4 Civil protective custody 7 0.3 
lndian 166 7.0 To other authority 763 32.2 
Oriental 5 0.2 Back to arresting authority 31 1.3 
Unknown 41 1.7 Other 108 4.6 
Total 2,373 100.0 Total 2,373 100.0 
Dar of Week Admitted 
Monday 313 13.2 
Tuesday 340 14.3 
Wednesday 362 15.3 
Thursday 354 14.9 
Friday 406 17.1 
Saturday 340 14.3 
Sunday 258 10.9 
Total 2,373 100.0 
*Data are for 91 counties (and several police departtnents within the counties) in Nebraska. Douglas and Lancaster 
Counties are excluded here because data for these counties are compiled separately and may be found elsewhere 
in this report. This applies to all subsequent tables unless otherwise noted. 
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TABLE 2 
TYPE OF OFFENSE BY AGE 
Status* Non-status 
Age No. % No. % 
Not recorded 0 0.0 6 0.3 
8 0 0.0 2 0.1 
9 0 0.0 1 0.1 
10 0 0.0 0 0.0 
11 1 0.2 0 0.0 
12 4 0.8 8 0.4 
13 18 3.7 41 2.2 
14 85 17.4 135 7.2 
15 141 28.9 274 14.5 
16 149 30.5 522 27.7 
17 90 18.4 896 47.5 
Total 488 100.0 (20.6 percent 1,885 100.0 (79.4 percent 
of all offenses) of all offenses) 
*Throughout this report, "status offense" refers to any act which committed by an adult 
would not be a crime. 
Source: Nebraska Crime Commission 
TABLE 3 
TYPE OF OFFENSE BY SEX 
Male Female 
Status Non-status Status Non-starus 
No. % No. % No. % No. % 
188 10.9 1,530 89.1 300 45.8 355 54.2 
Source: Nebraska Crime Commission 
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offenses, 8 they committed 7 5. 2 percent of the non-status offenses. Table 3 
shows the distribution of status and non-status crimes by sex. While 89.1 
percent of males were charged with non-status offenses, a much smaller 
percentage (54.2) of females were charged with these offenses. Table 4 shows 
types of offense broken into categories. Personal and property felonies 
represented only 10.8 percent of reported offenses. Females comprised a 
majority (61.5 percent) of juveniles held for status offenses, while males 
represented a majority (79.5 to 92.7 percent) of juveniles held for all other 
non-status offenses. This is consistent with prior research that indicates 
that females are more likely to be involved in status offenses than non-status 
offenses (Bynum and Hoffman, 1981). 
TABLE 4 
TYPE OF OFFENSE 
Male 
Offense No. % 
Personal felony 33 86.8 
Property felony 203 92.7 
Status 188 38.5 
Other• 1,294 79.5 
Total 1,718 72.4 
• Includes misdemeanors and crimes not elsewhere classified. 
Source: Nebraska Crime Commission. 
BY SEX 
Female Total of All Offenses 
No. % No. % 
5 13.2 38 1.6 
16 7.3 219 9.2 
300 61.5 488 20.6 
334 20.5 1,628 68.6 
655 27.6 2,373 100.0 
Time in detention merits special attention. Tables 5 and 6 provide a more 
8Th rough out 
committed by an 
this report, "status offense" 
adult would not be a crime. 
refers to any act that if 
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Time in detention merits special attention. Tables 5 and 6 provide a more 
detailed view of time in detention. Table 5 indicates that most males (54.0 
percent) and most females (63.1 percent) were held 24 hours or less. However, 
46.0 percent of the males and 36.9 percent of the females were in jail over 24 
hours. When type of offense was examined (see Table 6), 44.9 percent of the 
non-status offenders were held over 24 hours as compared with 38.1 percent of 
the status offenders. 
TABLE 5 
TIME IN DETENTION 
Part A, 
4 hours or less 
Over4 hours 
Part B, 
24 hours or less 
Over 24 hours 

























TIME IN DETENTION BY TYPE OF OFFENSE 
Part A, 
4 hours or less 
Over 4 hours 
Part B' 
24 hours or less 
Over 24 hours 






















Some racial differences between types of offense appear in Table 7. 
Indians were over-represented in all categories of crimes but especially among 
juveniles held for personal felonies. Indians represented 18.4 percent of 
those held for personal felonies. Whites comprised the majority (71.1 
percent) of personal felonies, while no blacks were included in this category. 
TABLE 7 
TYPE OF OFFENSE BY RACE 
White Black Hispanic Indian Other1 Total 
Offense No. % No. % No. % No. % No. % No. % 
Personal felony 27 71.1 0 0.0 2 5.3 7 18.4 2 5.3 38 1.6 
Property felony 195 89.0 8 3.7 7 3.2 7 3.2 2 0.9 219 9.2 
Status 429 87.9 6 1.2 16 3.3 31 6.4 6 1.2 488 20.6 
Other2 1,337 82.1 31 1.9 103 6.3 121 7.4 36 2.2 1,628 68.6 
Total 1,988 83.8 45 1.9 128 5.4 166 7.0 46 1.9 2,373 100.0 
1Includes Orientals and persons whose race was unknown. 
2crimes not elsewhere classified. 
Racial differences were also apparent in time spent in detention. Table 8 
shows that Indians and Hispanics were more likely to be held over four hours 
than were whites or blacks. Blacks and Indians were the most likely to be 
held over 24 hours. Hispanics were less likely to be held over 24 hours than 
were whites. 
Admissions of juveniles to adult jails and lockups showed some fluctuation 
throughout the year. (See Table 9.) With the exception of May, the 
admissions showed a pattern of increase from March through July, followed by a 




TIME IN DETENTION BY RACE 
White Black Hispanic Indian Other* 
No. % No. % No. % No. % No. % 
Part A' 
4 hours or less 582 29.3 13 28.9 29 22.7 30 18.1 11 23.9 
Over4 hours 1,406 70.7 32 71.1 99 77.3 136 81.9 35 76.1 
Part B: 
24 hours or less 1,140 57.3 21 46.7 78 60.9 80 48.2 22 47.8 
Over 24 hours 848 42.7 24 53.3 50 39.1 86 51.8 24 52.2 
*Includes Orientals and persons whose race was unknown. 
Source: Nebraska Crime Commission 
TABLE 9 
TYPE OF CRIME BY MONTH OF ADMISSION 
Personal Felony Property Felony Status Other* Total 
Month 1983 No. % No. % No. % No. % No. % 
January 5 13.2 31 14.2 54 11.1 123 7.6 213 9.0 
February 3 7.9 22 10.0 35 7.2 114 7.0 174 7.3 
March 3 7.9 8 3.7 42 8.6 141 8.7 194 8.2 
April 3 7.9 22 10.0 37 7.6 138 8.5 200 8.4 
May 2 5.3 14 6.4 35 7.2 129 7.9 180 7.6 
June 6 15.8 23 10.5 47 9.6 157 9.7 233 9.8 
July 2 5.3 28 12.8 53 10.9 155 9.5 238 10.0 
August 1 2.6 12 5.5 40 8.2 175 10.8 228 9.6 
September 1 2.6 11 5.0 56 11.5 131 8.1 199 8.4 
October 0 0.0 19 8.7 25 5.1 147 9.0 191 8.0 
November 9 23.7 16 7.3 28 5.7 119 7.3 172 7.2 
December 3 7.9 13 5.9 36 7.4 99 6.1 151 6.4 
Total 38 100.1 219 100.0 488 100.1 1,628 100.1 2,373 100.0 
*Crimes not elsewhere classified. 
24 
County by County Analysis 
Table 10 shows the age distribution of juveniles in jails by county. With 
the exception of Franklin County, most of the juveniles held within each 
county were 16 or 17. Three of the four juveniles in jails and lockups in 
Franklin County were 15 or younger. 
Data on the sex of status and non-status offenders in jails are shown in 
Table 11. The pattern of females dominating the status category and males 
dominating the non-status category was fairly consistent in most counties. 
Butler, Fillmore, Hitchcock, Kearney, Platte, Knox, Otoe, Seward, and Sheridan 
Counties, and the Bellevue Police Departments were exceptions, with males 
representing the majority of juveniles in both categories. However, because 
the number of status offenses involved was quite small, caution should be used 
in interpreting the results. 
Table 12 provides data on the racial characteristics of status and non-
status offenders in jails. The over-representation of Indians among those 
held for personal felonies in the 91 counties is partly attributed to the 
relatively large numbers of Indian juveniles held in jail in Sheridan, Scotts 
Bluff, Box Butte, Dakota, Knox, and Thurston Counties, and in South Sioux 
City. 
Table 13 provides information on the time in detention for male and female 
juveniles. For most counties for both males and females, a larger percentage 
was held for 24 hours or less than was held for over 24 hours. Counties with 
exceptionally high percentages of male juveniles held over 24 hours included 
Antelope (92.3), Dundy (100.0), Hitchcock (100.0), and Johnson (100.0). Seven 
counties held 100 percent of the detained female juveniles for over 24 
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TABLE 1b -Continued 
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TABLE 11 - Continuep 



















































































































































































































































































*Data are for 91 counties (and several police departments within the counties) in Nebraska. Douglas and Lancaster Counties are excluded here because data for these counties 
are compiled separately and Counties may be found elsewhere in this report. 
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"'Includes Orientals and persons whose race was unknown. 
TABLE 12- Continued 
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SEX OF OFFENDER BY TIME IN DETENTION 
Male 
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Source: Nebraska Crime Commission 
TABLE 13 - Continued 
SEX OF OFFENDER BY TIME IN DETENTION 
Male 
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counties (e.g., Dundy held one male), caution should be exercised in 
interpreting the data. 
Table 14 contains data on the time spent in detention by status and non-
status offenders. In most counties a larger percentage of non-status 
offenders than status offenders was held over 24 hours. 
Analysis by Judicial District 
Another useful way of viewing these data on juveniles in jails is to 
categorize the data by judicial district. 
are shown on Map 1. 
Nebraska's 21 judicial districts 
As Table 15 indicates, considerable variation existed among the judicial 
districts. The district with the largest absolute number of juveniles in 
jails or lockups was District 2 (Sarpy, Cass, and Otoe Counties) with 453 
juveniles. Other districts with high numbers of juveniles held in jails and 
lockups included Districts 11 (Howard and Hall Counties) with 279, District 13 
(Lincoln, Dawson, Arthur, Hooker, Thomas, Keith, McPherson, and Logan 
Counties) with 254, and District 8 (Cedar, Dixon, and Dakota Counties) with 
215. 
Also shown in Table 16 is the rate (per 1,000 people 17 or under) of 
juveniles held in jails. Analysis of these data shows a somewhat different 
picture. District 8 had the highest rate (19.1 per 1 ,000) followed by 
District 11 (16.8 per 1,000), District 16 (13.7 per 1,000), District 17 (12.6 
per 1,000), District 13 (11.7 per 1,000), and District 2 (11.1 per 1,000). As 
can be seen from Map 1, Districts 8 and 16 are located on the South Dakota 
border and are areas of larger Indian populations. With the exception of 
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TABLE 14- Continued 
TYPE t;JF OFFENSE BY :riME IN DETENTION BY COUNTY 
24 Hours or Less Over 24 Hours 
Status Non·status Status Non-status 
County/City No. % No. % No. % No. % 
Pawnee 0 0.0 1 100.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 
Perkins 0 0.0 2 100.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 
Phelps 3 42.9 4 57.1 0 0.0 3 100.0 
Holdrege i 0 0.0 1 100.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 
Pierce 0 0.0 1 100.0 0 0.0 4 100.0 
Platte 4 18.2 18 81.8 3 15.0 17 85.0 
Polk 0 0.0 9 100.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 
McCook Police Dept.. 8 40.0 12 60.0 1 33.3 2 66.7 
Richardson 0 0.0 7 100.0 0 0.0 4 100.0 
Saline 0 0.0 5 100.0 0 0.0 1 100.0 
Crete Police Dept. 1 20.0 4 80.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 
Sarpy 7 3.6 185 96.4 25 14.5 148 85.5 
Bellevue Police Dept. 4 10.0 36 90.0 0 0.0 1 100.0 
Saunders 4 33.3 8 66.7 1 16.7 5 83.3 
Scotts Bluff 10 13.2 66 86.8 18 Z1.4 66 78.6 
Seward 2 22.2 7 77.8 0 0.0 2 100.0 
Sheridan 4 44.4 5 55.6 2 7.7 24 92.3 
Sherman 0 0.0 1 100.0 0 0.0 1 100.0 
Thayer 1 12.5 7 87.5 1 20.0 4 80.0 
Thurston 3 25.0 9 75.0 0 0.0 18 100.0 
Valley 2 66.7 1 33.3 1 25.0 3 75.0 
Washington 3 12.0 22 88.0 2 16.7 10 83.3 
Wayne 0 0.0 3 100.0 0 0.0 2 100.0 
Wayne Police Dept. 0 0.0 1 100.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 
Webster 3 100.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 1 100.0 
York 11 52.4 10 47.6 3 25.0 9 75.0 
Source: Nebraska Crime Commi+ion 
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TABLE 15 
JUVENILES IN )AILS OR LOCKUPS IN NEBRASKA BY JUDICIAL DISTRICT 
Incarceration Rate 
for Population 
Number Percent Population 17 or Under 
District in Jail of Total 17 or Under (Per 1,000) 
1 47 1.9 7,185 6.5 
2 453 19.1 40,872 11.1 
3 
4 
5 96 4.2 21,248 4.5 
6 166 7.1 19,344 8.6 
7 44 1.6 9,160 4.8 
8 215 6.0 11,276 19.1 
9 124 5.2 25,105 4.9 
10 123 5.2 18,166 6.8 
11 279 11.8 16,608 16.8 
12 102 4.3 10,497 9.7 
13 254 10.8 21,762 11.7 
14 37 1.5 11,416 3.2 
15 42 1.8 9,300 4.5 
16 129 5.4 9,411 13.7 
17 176 7.4 13,978 12.6 
18 34 1.4 8,520 4.0 
19 46 2.0 5,135 9.0 
20 15 0.6 7,963 1.9 
21 68 2.9 18,201 3.7 
Total 2,373 100.0 
.2:_/ Arrest rate includes 16 arrests in Burt County. 
_Q/ Arrest rate includes 10 arrests in Nuckolls County. 
~I Arrest rate includes 16 arrests in Cuming County. 
!Jl Arrest rate includes three arrests in Howard County. 
J;_/ Arrest rate includes 15 arrests in Frontier and 14 in Gasper Counties. 
f/ Arrest rate includes four arrests in Key a Paha County. 
gl Arrest rate includes one arrest in Garden County . 
.hi Arrest rate includes eight arrests in Nance County. 
Arrest Rate 
for Population 
Juvenile 17 or Under 
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TABLE 16 
JUVENILES HELD IN EACH JUDICIAL DISTRICT AND COUNTY IN NEBRASKAJl/ 
Incarceration Rate Arrest Rate 
--for .Population for Population 
Percent Population 1_7 or Under Juvenile 17 or Under 
District/County Number of Total 17 or Under (Per 1,000) · Arrests (Per 1,000) 
District 1 
Johnson 3 0.1 1,361 2.2 8 5.9 
Nemaha 32 1_! .hi 2,094 15.3 35 16.7 Pawnee 1 918 1.1 15 16.3 
Richardson 11 0.5 2,812 3.9 48 17.1 
District 2 
Sarpy 365 15.4 30,531 !2.0 778 25.5 
Otoe 22 0.9 4,114 5.3 63 15.3 
Cass 25 1.! 6,227 4.0 ss 8.8 
District 5 
Butler 7 0.3 2,640 2.7 - .sJ - .sJ 
Hamilton 18 0.8 2,825 6.4 19 6.7 
Polk 9 0.4 1,852 4.9 26 14.0 
Saunders 18 0.8 5,543 3.2 39 7.0 
Seward 11 0.5 4,231 2.6 31 7.3 
York 33 1.4 4,157 7.9 184 44.3 
District 6_4/ 
Dodge 99 4.2 9,989 9.9 197 19.7 
Thurston 30 1.3 2,413 12.4 .sci - .sJ 
Washington 37 1.6 4,637 8.0 35 7.5 
District 7~/ 
Thayer 13 0.5 1,937 6.7 32 16.5 
Saline 6 0.3 3,277 1.8 54 16.5 
Fillmore 15 0.6 2,145 7.0 0 0.0 
District 8 
Dixon 8 0.3 2,117 3.8 8 3.8 
Dakota 94 4.0 5,429 17.3 91 16.8 
Cedar 2 0.1 3,730 0.5 8 2.1 
District 9fl 
Antelope 16 0.7 2,576 6.2 0 0.0 
Knox 11 0.5 3,315 3.3 12 3.6 
Madison so 2.1 8,631 5.8 190 22.0 
Pierce s 0.2 2,473 2.0 _.sci 
-"'' Wayne s 0.2 2,320 2.2 21 9.1 
District 10 
Webster 4 0.2 1,260 3.2 14 II. I 
Phelps 10 0.4 2,631 3.8 33 12.5 
Kearney 7 0.3 1,944 3.6 3 1.5 
Harlan 2 0.1 1,099 1.8 I 0.9 
Franklin 4 0.2 1,065 3.7 6 5.6 
Clay 7 0.3 2,321 3.0 6 2.6 
Adams 88 3.7 7,846 11.2 157 20.0 
District 11.&1 
Hall 279 11.8 16,608 16.8 595 35.8 
District 12 
Buffalo 100 4.2 9,239 10.8 143 15.5 
Sherman 2 0.1 1,258 1.6 2 1.6 
TABLE 16- Continued 
JUVENILES HELD IN EACH JUDICIAL DISTRICT AND COUNTY IN NEBRASKA-"/ 
Incarceration Rate Arrest Rate 
for Population foi- Population 
Percent Population 17 or Under Juvenile 17 or Under 
District/County Number of Total 17 or Under (Per 1,000) Arrests (Per 1,000) 
District 13 
Lincoln 135 5.7 11,142 12.1 283 25.4 
Keith 37 1.6 2,718 13.6 90 33.1 
Dawson 53 2.2 6,739 7.9 108 16.0 
District 14!!/ 
Dundy 1 696 1.4 3 4.3 
Furnas 3 0.1 1,580 1.9 - .s.l - .sJ 
Hitchcock 8 0.3 1,136 7.0 1 0.9 
Perkins 2 0.1 1,042 1.9 4 3.8 
District 1si1 
Brown 11 0.5 1,255 8.8 8 6.4 
Cherry 11 0.5 1,920 5.7 18 9.4 
Holt 20 0.8 4,245 4.7 11 2.6 
District 16 
Sheridan 35 1.5 2,159 16.2 43 19.9 
Dawes 20 0.8 2,397 8.3 57 23.8 
Box Butte 74 3.1 4,077 18.2 131 32.1 
District 17i/ 
Morrill 16 0.7 1,735 9.2 7 4.0 
Scotts Bluff 160 6.7 11,582 13.8 221 19.1 
District 18 
Jefferson 10 0.4 2,358 4.2 45 3.4 
Gage 13 0.5 6,162 2.1 281 45.6 
District 19 
Cheyenne 30 1.3 2,787 10.8 71 25.5 
Deuel 5 0.2 666 7.5 6 9.0 
Kimball 11 0.5 1,413 7.8 50 35.4 
District 20 
Custer 8 0.3 3,822 2.1 44 11.5 
Valley 7 0.3 1,524 4.6 24 15.7 
District 21 kl 
Platte 42 1.8 9,046 4.6 192 21.2 
Merrick 13 0.5 2,738 4.7 35 12.8 
Colfax 6 0.3 2,856 2.1 30 10.5 
Boone 7 0.3 2,174 3.2 2 0.9 
Source: Nebraska Crime Commission 
~I Some counties do not have jails or lockups, and thus do not appear here. 
_Q/Percent was less than .1 percent. 
s;_l Data not reported. 
_4/ Burt County was not included since it does not have jails or lockups. 
~I Nuckolls County was not included since it does not have jails or lockups. 
f/ Cuming County was not included since it does not have jails or lockups. 
gl Howard County was not included since it does not have jails or lockups. 
~I Frontier and Gasper Counties were not included since they do not have jails or lockups. 
~I Keya Paha County was not included since it does not have jails or lockups. 
J_/ Garden County was not included since it does not have jails or lockups . 
. k/ Nance County was not included since it does not have jails or lockups. 
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The districts with the highest arrest rates per 1,000 persons age 17 or 
under were District 18 (38.3 per 1 ,000), 11 (36.0 per 1 ,000), 19 (24.8 per 
1,000), and 16 (24.6 per 1,000). District 14 had the lowest arrest rate with 
3.3. (See Table 15.) 
Table 16 shows the rates for each county grouped by judicial district. 
Box Butte County had the highest rate of juveniles in jails or lockups (18.2 
percent), followed by Dakota (17. 3 percent), Hall (16.8 percent), Sheridan 
(16.2 percent), Nemaha (15.3 percent), Keith (13.6 percent), and Scotts Bluff 
(13.8 percent). Other counties with relatively high rates were Thurston (12.4 
percent), Lincoln (12.1 percent), Sarpy (12 percent), Adams (11.2 percent), 
Buffalo (10.8 percent), and Cheyenne (10.8 percent). 
The number of juvenile arrests and the arrest rates are also shown in 
Table 16. Sarpy County had the largest number (778) of arrests in 1983, 
followed by Hall County (595). Gage (with 45.6), York (with 44.3), and Hall 
(35.8) Counties had the highest arrest rates per 1,000 people age 17 or 
under. Kimball County had the fourth highest rate, with 35.4 per 1,000 people 
in that age group, followed by Keith and Box Butte with 33.1 and 32.1 per 
1,000. Arrest rates of about 25 per 1,000 were found in Sarpy (25.5), Lincoln 
(25.4), and Cheyenne Counties (25.5). 
Lancaster County 
The Lancaster County Attention Center for Youth received 459 juveniles in 
1983. (See Table 17.) The Attention Center will accept juveniles from any 
county in the state and currently has contracts with Saunders, York, and Dodge 
Counties in Nebraska to handle juveniles who need to be in a secure 
facility. In 1983 a total of 12 juveniles was received from these three 
contract counties. 
Attention Center. 
Also, 29 juveniles from other states were held at the 
Because the Attention Center is able to handle runaway 
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youths, parole violators, etc., no children have been detained in adult jails 
in Lincoln in the past two years. 
The percentage of females admitted to the Attention Center is very small, 
especially when compared to the Douglas County Youth Center. As shown in 
Table 17, females represented only 20 percent of the population compared to 
40.5 percent at Douglas County. The largest percentage of youths were in the 
16- to 17-year-old age group, a total of 65.6 percent. Whites accounted for 
over 79 percent (79.3) of the population, while blacks made up 11.5 percent of 
the total. The remaining 9.2 percent consisted of American Indians (4.6 
percent) Orientals, (1.3 percent), and Hispanics (3.3 percent). 
The busiest months for admissions were February ( 12.2 percent), March 
(11.5 percent), and October (10 percent). December was the slowest month with 
3.1 percent of the admissions. The remaining monthly admissions were fairly 
consistent. Whereas youths admitted to the Douglas County Youth Center are 
separated into three groups by admission status, the Attention Center utilizes 
four categories. In one group are those sentenced to the Attention Center by 
the courts. The 40 youths in this category represent 8. 7 percent of the 
total. Table 18 shows that 52 percent of those admitted to the Douglas County 
Youth Center were status offenders while only 12.3 percent of the juveniles in 
the Attention Center (Table 17) were status offenders at the time of 
admission. Law violators comprised the largest percentage of the total in 
Lancaster County ( 71.0 percent) with parole violators accounting for the 
remaining 8.1 percent. 
Over 50 percent (50.2) of the 470 youths released from the Attention 
Center were returned to their own homes. This is very similar to the 
situation in Douglas County (48.9 percent). Another 25.5 percent were 
released to some sort of foster care. This figure is slightly higher than in 
42 
TABLE 17 
DEMOGRAPHIC CHARACTERISTICS OF JUVENILES 































































































Totals do not always equal 100% due to rounding. 
*Figures represent 470 youth released in 1983. 
Number 
Offenses at Admission 
Status offenders 56 
Law violators 326 
Parole violators 37 
Sentenced youth 40 
Total 459 
Released to* 
YDC Geneva/Kearney1 75 
Other authorities2 28 
Own home 236 
Treatment facility 3 ll 
Faster care 4 120 
Total 470 
Leng1:h of Stay (average days} 
Status offenders 2.2 
Law violators 5.8 
Parole viola tors 5.7 













1Includes these youth committed to Youth Development Center-Geneva, as well as those sent there for 30 day 
evaluations. 
2 Includes parole and probation officers, county authorities, York Reformatory, and Lincoln Corrections Division. 
3Includes Nebraska Psychiatric Institute, drug treatment centers, Richard Young Hospital, and Gordon Chemical 
Dependency Center. 
41ncludes group homes, Boys Town, relatives' homes etc. 
Source: Statistical Summary of Admissions for 1983, Lancaster County Attention Center for YOuth. 
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TABLE 18 
DEMOGRAPHIC CHARACTERISTICS OF JUVENILES 
IN THE DOUGLAS COUNTY DEPARTMENT OF CORRECTIONS 
YOUTH CENTER - 1983 
Number Percent Number Percent 
Sex Month Admitted 
Male 586 59.5 January 87 8.9 
Female 398 40.5 February 70 7.1 
Total 984 100.0 March 88 9.0 
April 85 8.6 
Age May 82 8.3 
9 or under I 0.1 june 73 7.4 
10 4 0.4 July 84 8.5 
11 16 1.6 August 82 8.3 
12 26 2.6 September 89 9.1 
13 107 10.9 October 84 8.5 
14 178 18.1 November 84 8.5 
15 212 21.5 December 76 7.7 
16 268 27.2 Total 984 99.9 
17 149 15.1 
18 23 2.3 Detainee Status Upon Admission 
Total 984 100.0 Delinquent 1 453 46.0 
Status offender 511 52.0 
Race Neglect/dependent 20 2.0 
White 654 66.5 Total 984 100.0 
Black 262 26.6 
American Indian 38 3.9 Released to* 
Hispanic 27 2.7 YDC Geneva/Kearney2 130 13.2 
Oriental 2 0.2 Other authorities 3 90 9.2 
Other I 0.1 Own home 481 48.9 
Total 984 100.0 Treatment facility4 78 7.9 
Foster care 5 190 19.4 
Other6 14 1.4 
Total 983 100.0 
*Figures represent 983 youth released in 1983. 
1Refers to juveniles held for major offenses such as felonies and several misdemeanors such as criminal mischief. 
juvenile Court Report 1982, Nebraska Crime Commission. 
21ncludes these youth committed to Youth Development Center-Geneva, as well as those sent there for 30 day 
evaluations. 
3Jncludes parole officers, other counties, and/or states, etc. 
41ndudes Nebraska Psychiatric Institute, drug tteatment centers, hospitals, etc. 
5Jncludes group homes, Boys Town, etc. 
6Includes R.O.R., street release, etc. 
Source: Douglas County Department of Corrections Youth Center Annual Census-1983. 
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Douglas County where only 19.4 percent were placed in foster care. Of the 
remaining juveniles, 16 percent were released to one of the two Youth 
Development Centers in the state (Geneva or Kearney), 2.3 percent went to a 
treatment facility of some type, while 6 percent were released to other 
authorities. 
The average length of stay for all juveniles was 5.3 days in 1983 (5. 7 
days for males and 3.8 for females). Status offenders stayed only an average 
of 2.2 days, while law violators stayed 5.8 days, parole violators 5.7 days, 
and those sentenced youth an average of 5.5 days. 
Douglas County 
Data for Douglas County were collected from three sources: the Douglas 
County Department of Corrections Youth Center, Douglas County Correctional 
Center, and the Omaha Police Department. 
Data on juveniles sent to the Youth Center are shown in Table 18. The 
Douglas County Department of Corrections Youth Center received 984 juveniles 
in 1983. Juveniles are referred to the Center by many different sources. 
These include the Nebraska State Patrol, Douglas County Juvenile Court (which 
includes the Omaha Police Department, county sheriff, and county attorney), 
District Court, Municipal Court, and County Court. Other sources of referral 
include the State Department of Social Services, State Parole, and the Douglas 
County Correctional Center, as well as other counties in the surrounding 
area. This group of juveniles included more females (40.5 percent) than were 
held in the county as a whole. The percentage of females was also high 
compared to the Lancaster County Attention Center. (See Table 18.) Most 
(48.7 percent) of the juveniles were 16 or 17. Blacks, with 26.6 percent of 
the total, were disproportionately represented. The same was true of American 
Indians, with 3.9 percent of the total, (compared to their .5 percent 
representation in the population of Douglas County). 
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The Youth Center places youths into one of three categories upon 
admission, depending on the offense. Those classified as delinquent offenders 
comprised 46 percent (N=453) of the total. Those who were considered to be 
neglected or dependent children made up 2 percent of the total (N=20). Status 
offenders accounted for over half of all admissions (52 percent, N=Sll) in 
1983. 
While admissions to the Lancaster County Attention Center showed some 
seasonal variations, this was not true of the Douglas County Youth Center. 
Admissions were fairly steady over all months, with only slight drops in 
February, June, and December. 
In 1983, 983 youths were released. As was true of the Lancaster County 
Attention Center, about half (48.9 percent) of the juveniles were released to 
their own homes. A somewhat higher percentage (9.2 percent) of the juveniles 
at the Douglas County Center were released to higher authorities than was the 
case in Lancaster County (6 percent). Over 19 (19.4) percent were released to 
foster care. 
Omaha Police Department 
Data for the Omaha Police Department were compiled separately and are 
shown in Table 19. Males represented 88.6 percent of the juveniles held in 
Omaha lockups in 1983. As was true in many counties, most (77.7 percent) 
juveniles were age 16 or 17. Whites (with 62.3 percent) and Indians (with 3.1 
percent) comprised a smaller percentage of the juvenile lockup population in 
Omaha than in most of the counties. Blacks represented 34.3 percent. 
Admissions were fairly steady throughout the week with the exception of 
Sunday which had the fewest admissions. 
June; December had the lowest. 
The peak month of admissions was 
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TABLE 19 
CHARACTERISTICS OF JUVENILES HELD 
IN OMAHA POLICE DEPARTMENT LOCKUP 
(198 3) 
Number Percent Number Percent 
Sex Time Held 
Male 566 88.6 < Four hours 342 54.6 
Female _]J_ 11.4 4-24 hours 229 36.6 
Total 639 100.0 Over 24 hours 55 8.8 
~ Tz:Ee of Offense 
11 or under 22 3.4 Person~ felony 98 15.3 
12 12 1.9 Property felony 161 25.2 
13 17 2.7 Status 5 0.8 
14 43 6.7 Misdemeanor 191 29.9 
15 49 7.7 Combination 97 15.2 
16 194 30.4 Other _1!_7_ 13.6 
17 302 47.3 Total 639 100.0 
Total 639 100.1 Booking Type 
Race Adult booking 489 78.1 
White 398 62.3 Juvenile booking 137 21.9 
Black 219 34.3 Total 626 100.0 
Indian 20 3.1 Charge Reduction Other __ 2 _____Q,]_ 
Total 639 100.0 Charge reduced 31 5.0 No change 558 89.1 
Day of Week Admitted Adult booking changed 
Monday 90 14.1 to juvenile 26 4.2 
Tuesday 93 14.6 Charges dropped II _ll!_ 
Wednesday 116 18.2 Total 626 100.0 
Thursday 108 16.9 Type of Release Friday 105 16.4 
Saturday 71 11.1 Released to court hearing 266 42.5 
Sunday _2Q _____§_,!!_ Booked as juvenile 130 20.8 
Total 639 100.0 Posted bond 144 23.0 Released on recognizance 6 1.0 
Month Admitted Pre~trial release 9 1.4 
January 48 7.5 Youth center 33 5.3 
February 38 5.9 Corrections center 24 3.8 
March 43 6.7 Other 14 ____g 
April 39 6.1 Total 639 100.0 
May 58 9.1 
June 78 12.2 
July 49 7.7 
August 73 11.4 
September 65 10.2 
October 68 10.6 
November 55 8.6 
December ___li _li 
Total 639 100.0 
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Juveniles were generally held for a brief time, Over one-hal.f (54.6 
percent) were held fewer than four hours; only 8.8 percent were held over 24 
hours. 
Misdemeanors made up the most common offense category with 29.9 percent. 
Property felonies comprised 25.2 percent of the offenses. The majority (78.1 
percent) of juveniles held by the Omaha Police Department were initially 
booked as adults. However, 26 of these adult bookings were later changed to 
juvenile bookings by the county attorney. 
According to the records of the Omaha Police Department, only 5.3 percent 
of the juveniles were released to a youth center and 3.8 percent to a 
corrections center. The largest category (42.5 percent) consisted of those 
released for a court hearing. 
Youth Development Center - Geneva 
The Youth Development Center Geneva, a unit of the Department of 
Corrections, operates as a school for detention, education, industrial 
training, and reform of female juvenile delinquents, It is the only state-
operated facility for delinquent females under the age of 18. On February 19, 
1980, the Youth Diagnostic Center of Geneva was established to provide 
complete evaluations to both male and female juvenile offenders. Any state 
court can send a juvenile to the Center for a 30-day evaluation, which 
includes psychological testing and counseling services, academic testing, and 
enrollment in an individualized school program. Medical , dental, and eye 
testing are done, as well as an alcohol/drug abuse evaluation if need be. In 
1983, 319 youths were ordered to the center for evaluations. (See Table 
20.) Previous to 1980, evaluations had been completed at the Youth 
Development Center - Kearney, the same type of facility as YDC - Geneva, 
except that it serves only male juvenile delinquents. In 1983, the Youth 
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Development Center - Kearney conducted an evaluation on a student who needed 
to be moved from YDC - Geneva. 
Of •the 319 youths sent to YDC - Geneva in 1983, 71.8 percent were males, 
while 28.2 percent were females. The 319 youths came from 49 different 
counties in Nebraska, with each judicial district in the state accounting for 
at least one. (See Tables 20 and 21.) Douglas County, the only county in 
District 4, sent 57 youths to the Center which was 17.9 percent of the 
total. Twenty-nine of the youths came from Lancaster County (the only county 
in District 3) while 25 came from Sarpy County in the second judicial 
TABLE 20 
COMMITMENT BY JUDICIAL DISTRICT 
30 DAY EVALUATIONS AT YOUTH DEVELOPMENT CENTER-GENEVA 1983 
Judicial District Number Percentage 
1 1 0.3 
2 38 11.9 
3 29 9.1 
4 57 17.9 
5 15 4.7 
6 31 9.7 
7 3 0.9 
8 5 1.6 
9 8 2.5 
10 32 10.0 
11 9 2.8 
12 9 2.8 
13 21 6.6 
14 5 1.6 
15 1 0.3 
16 11 3.4 
17 9 2.8 
18 4 1.3 
19 8 2.5 
20 2 0.6 
21 20 6.3 
Federal 1 0.3 
Total 319 99.9 




\ ADMISSION BY COUNTY 30 DAY EVALUATIONS AT YOUTH DEVELOPMENT CENTER- GENEVA 
County Number Percentage County Number Percentage 
Adams 14 4.4 Lincoln 9 2.8 
Box Butte 5 1.6 Madison 5 1.6 
Brown 1 0.3 Merrick 4 1.3 
Buffalo 9 2.8 Nemaha 1 0.3 
Butler 3 0.9 Otoe 5 1.6 
Cass 8 2.5 Perkins 1 0.3 
Cheyenne 6 1.9 Phelps 4 1.3 
Clay 8 2.5 Platte 13 4.1 
Colfax 3 0.9 Polk 1 0.3 
Custer 2 0.6 Red Willow 4 1.3 
Dakota 2 0.6 Saline 1 0.3 
Dawson 7 2.2 Sarpy 25 7.8 
Dixon 3 0.9 Saunders I 0.3 
Dodge 22 6.9 Scotts Bluff 9 2.8 
Douglas 57 17.9 Seward 1 0.3 
Fillmore 1 0.3 Sheridan 6 1.9 
Franklin 2 0.6 Stanton I 0.3 
Gage 2 0.6 Thayer I 0.3 
Hall 9 2.8 Thurston 3 0.9 
Hamilton 4 1.3 Washington 6 1.9 
Jefferson 2 0.6 wayne 1 0.3 
Kearney 3 0.9 Webster 1 0.3 
Keith 5 1.6 York 5 1.6 
Kimball 2 0.6 Federal 1 0.3 
Knox 1 0.3 
Lancaster 29 9.1 Total 319 100.0 
Source: Youth Development Center - Geneva 
district. The only other counties that sent more than 10 juveniles to the 
Center were Dodge (22), Adams (14), and Platte (13). District 2 accounted for 
9.1 percent. 
Slightly over half the juveniles (50.4 percent) were in the 15- to 16-year-old 
age group. (See Table 22.) A surprisingly large percentage of the juveniles 
were aged 12-13 (16.0 percent). Fourteen-year-olds accounted for 18.2 percent 
of the population. 
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TABLE 22 
CHARACTERISTICS OF YOUT-H SENT FOR 30 DAY EVALUATIONS 
AT YOUTH DEVELOPMENT CENTER-GENEVA 
Number Percent 
Age 
12 or under 17 5.3 
13 34 10.7 
14 58 18.2 
15 76 23.8 
16 85 26.6 
17 48 15.0 
18 1 0.3 
--
Total 319 100.0 
Sex 
Male 229 71.8 
Female 90 28.2 
Total 319 100.0 
Race 
White 257 80.6 
Black 28 8.8 
Hispanic 10 3.1 
Indian 21 6.6 
Oriental 3 0.9 
Total 319 100.0 
Month of Commitment 
January 36 11.3 
February 31 9.7 
March 39 12.2 
April 21 6.6 
May 21 6.6 
June 27 8.5 
July 34 10.7 
August 31 9.7 
September 25 7.8 
October 21 6.6 
November 16 5.0 
December 17 5.3 
Total 319 100.0 
Over 80 percent (80.6) of the youths were white, with blacks accounting 
for an additional 8.8 percent of the total. American Indians were 
disproportionately represented, accounting for 6.6 percent of the total. 
' 
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Hispanics (3.1 percent), and those in the "other" category (.9 percent) made 
up the remaining. 
The monthly admissions showed a great deal of variation. While March, 
January, and July had the highest rates (39, 36, and 34 per month, 
respectively), November and December were characterized by the lowest 
admissions (with 16 and 17 per month). 
All the information concerning the evaluations was taken from the 
students' admission sheets. They contained information on the reason a 
student was referred to the Center for an evaluation, as well as the number of 
and types of previous commitments. These previous commitments included 
probation, foster care, (private foster home, group homes etc.) and several 
types of treatment facilities. (See Table 23.) 
Analysis of the data reveals that almost one quarter (24.8 percent) of the 
juveniles had never experienced any other type of commitment. Over one-fourth 
(27 percent) of the group had been placed in a type of foster care program, 
while 18.2 percent had been placed in a treatment facility of some sort. Over 
20 percent (21.3) had been placed in a combination of places before their 
evaluations. 
Most (70.3 percent) of the youths held at Geneva had either one or no 
previous commitments. 
Determining the exact reason a youth had been ordered to the Center was a 
difficult task. The admission sheet usually listed any past offenses or 
troublesome behavior of the youth but did not always specify which act was the 
reason for referral. 
Many youths, for instance, were guilty of several probation violations and 
were ordered for evaluations. In cases where the reason for referral was not 
clearly stated, it was classified as "unknown." Categories of referral were 
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TABLE 23 
TYPE AND NUMBER OF PREVIOUS COMMITMENTS AND 
REASON FOR REFERRAL FOR 30 DAY EVALUATIONS AT 
YOUTH DEVELOPMENT CENTER-GENEVA 
Number Percent 











4 or more 
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constructed with the purpose of providing some detail regarding the type of 
behavior of youths sent to Geneva for evaluations. For example, all youths 
who had been sent to Geneva strictly as a result of violating their probation 
were grouped into one category. Due to their relatively large numbers, those 
who had been ordered to Geneva as a result of being runaways were separated 
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from other status offenders. Those who had committed a personal or property 
crime were placed in another category. 
Almost 28 percent (27.9) of the youths fell into the unknown category, the 
largest of all the groups. Status offenders were the next largest group (26.6 
percent), followed by those referred because of personal or property crimes 
(23.5 percent). Those youths 
violations made up 9.7 percent 
sent for evaluations 
of the total, while 
because of probation 
runaways made up 7.8 
percent of the group. The remaining 4.4 percent of the youths were sent there 
because of a combination of the above. 
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COMPARISON OF HIGH/LOW COUNTIES 
In order to obtain information on high confinement and low confinement 
jurisdictions, all 59 counties for which arrest and incarceration rates were 
available were rank-ordered according to both rates. Eight counties with high 
arrest rates were selected for further study. Four of these counties (Box 
Butte, Hall, Keith, and Lincoln)9 had both high arrest and incarceration 
rates; four (Gage, Kimball, Madison, and York) had incarceration rates that 
ranked either near the middle or bottom of the rank order. 
Gage County, which is located in the southeastern part of the state on the 
Kansas border, had the highest arrest rate but one of the lowest incarceration 
rates (#51 out of 59). The breakdown between status and non-status offenders, 
at 30.8 percent and 69.2 percent, respectively, was comparable to counties in 
Nebraska that had high incarceration rates. 
The typical juvenile was described as non-violent. Those juveniles who 
were held over 24 hours were reported to be serving court sentences. No 
alternatives to incarceration exist within the county or the judicial 
district, although alternatives do exist in neighboring Lancaster County. 
Madison County ranked relatively high (!Ill) regarding arrest rate. Its 
incarceration rate ranking (1/27) is closer to the median point of the rank 
order. As in Gage County, the typical juvenile was non-violent. The reason 
given for holding juveniles over 24 hours was court order. Madison County 
differed from other counties in that almost all (92 percent) of the juveniles 
held were held for non-status offenses. No alternative placement facilities 
exist within the county or the judicial district. 
Kimball County in the Panhandle area of Nebraska also had a much higher 
(#4) arrest ranking than incarceration ranking (#20). It had about the same 
breakdown between non-status (63.6 percent) and status (36.4 percent) 
9It should be noted that these counties serve as "regional" holding 
centers which in part accounts for the high incarceration rates. 
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offenders as counties with high incarceration rates. No alternative placement 
facilities were available within the county or judicial district. The typical 
juvenile held was described as a minor in possession of alcohol. Those 
juveniles held over 24 hours were reportedly held due to delays in 
transportation to their homes. 
York County had a higher ranking for arrests of juveniles (1/2) than for 
incarceration (#18.5). The typical juvenile was a runaway. The primary 
reason for holding juveniles over 24 hours was that they were awaiting a 
hearing. This county had a smaller percentage of arrests for non-status 
offenses than did counties with high incarceration rates. It also had several 
alternative placement facilities, and county law enforcement officials were 
aware of them. County officials reported that the county judge prefers not to 
hold juveniles in jails. Thus, York County appears to be the easiest case to 
explain based on preliminary data. The smaller percentage of arrests for non-
status offenses, combined with the availablility of alternative placement 
facilities and the attitude of the county judge, would seem to facilitate 
lower incarceration rates. 
The availability of alternative placement facilities alone, however, does 
not explain lower incarceration rates. The other three counties (Kimball, 
Gage, and Madison) with low or moderate incarceration rates did not have 
alternative facilities in their counties. 
"typical juveniles" who were non-violent. 
Furthermore, these counties held 
The four counties with high arrest and incarceration rates were Hall, 
Keith, Box Butte, and Lincoln. Box Butte, located in the Panhandle, ranked #6 
in arrests and Ill in incarceration. The typical juvenile was a runaway. 
However, the county had a high percentage (86.5 percent) of non-status 
offenders. Those juveniles held over 24 hours were reportedly held because 
foster care was not readily available. This county, however, does have 
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alternative placement facilities, and county officials are aware of them. 
Hall County, in central Nebraska, does not have a particularly high 
proportion (69.5 percent) of non-status offenders, although the typical 
juvenile is described by law enforcement officials as uncontrollable, 
Juveniles are held over 24 hours for serious offenses, Alternative facilities 
for the placement of juveniles are available in this county, and law 
enforcement officials are aware of them. 
Keith County's arrest rate ranked fifth while its incarceration rate 
ranked seventh, While the typical juvenile was described by the county 
sheriff as a status offender, data from 1983 indicate that only 32.4 percent 
of juveniles held were status offenders, The relative isolation of this 
western county may account in part for its high incarceration rate. The 
reason given by the sheriff for holding juveniles over 24 hours was the 
difficulty in arranging transportation home on weekends. Both the county and 
district lack alternative facilities for the placement of juveniles. 
Lincoln County, which is just east of Keith County, had an arrest rate 
that ranked ninth and an incarceration rate that ranked eighth. While a 
relatively high 73.3 percent of juvenile offenders were of the non-status 
type, the sheriff described the typical juvenile as non-violent. 
Analysis of the characteristics of the counties with high incarceration 
rates indicates that these high rates aren't due only to a lack of 
alternatives, since two counties did have alternative facilities and were 
aware of them, Two counties had relatively high proportions of non-status 
offenders. The available data thus appear inadequate to explain the high 
rates of incarceration in these counties. See Table 16 for a complete listing 
of arrest and incarceration rates. 
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SURVEY OF ALTERNATIVE CARE FACILITIES 
A survey was conducted of 51 facilities licensed by the state that are 
alternatives to jail, as listed by the Nebraska Department of Social Services. 
(See Map 2.) A list of the facilities along with information on capacity and 
types of clients is presented in Table 24. Telephone interviews were 
conducted with staff persons in these alternative care units during the weeks 
of July 16 and July 23, 1984. Fifty staff persons completed interviews of 
approximately 20 minutes in length. Questions were included regarding the 
facility, staff, clients, sources of referral, services, and working 
relationships with local officials. 
Most (64 percent) of the alternative care facilities were group homes with 
home type housing. (See Table 25.) A majority (78 percent) indicated a 
capacity of fewer than 20 juveniles. Another 18 percent had capacities up to 
59, and only 4 percent had capacities larger than that. 
A majority (86 percent) of facilities had fewer than 20 clients in 
residence. While 38 percent housed only males, 28 percent had only females 
and 34 percent had both. Runaways, truants, ungovernables, and juveniles 
charged with non-violent crimes were accepted by a majority (86 to 92 percent) 
of the facilities. However, juveniles charged with violent crimes were 
accepted by only 46 percent. 
The most frequent source of referral was the court order which was 
mentioned by 70 percent; family requests were mentioned by 42 percent. Over 
one-half of the facilities indicated they had no maximum length of stay. 
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TABLE 24 
CAPACITY AND TYPES OF CLIENTS 
OF ALTERNATIVE CARE FACILITIES IN NEBRASKA 
Name of Agency Capacity 
1. Campus House 2 (Kearney) 12 
2. Cedars Home for Children (Lincoln) 45 
3. Child Haven Group Home (Omaha) 12 
4. Children's Crisis Center (Omaha) 10 
5. Children's Village-Hall County (Grand Island) 16 
6. Christian Heritage Children's Home (Hickman) 12 
7. Cornhusker Christian Children's Home (Culbertson) 19 
8. Crossroads, Ranch, Inc. (Kearney) 11 
9. ENCOR Group Home (Fremont) 4 
10. Eastern Nebraska Community Office of Mental Health (Omaha) 7 
11. ENHSA Saratoga Group Home (Omaha) 10 
12. Epworth Village (York) 24 
13. Epworth Village Life Group Home (York) 6 
14. Father Flanagan's Boys Home (Boys Town)* 450 
15. Father Flanagan's Boys Home (Boys Town)* 8 
16. Fischer Group Home (Omaha) 6 
17. Freeway Station, Youth Service System (Lincoln) 10 
18. Grace Children's Home (Henderson) 20 
19. Hyland Group Home (Omaha) 12 
20. Jeremiah Homes, Inc. (Omaha) 30 
21. Johnny Walker's Boys Ranch (Trenton) 21 
22. Lazy H Adolescent Home (Wahoo) 6 
23. Lewis Group Home (Omaha) 4 
24. Lincoln Regional Center-Teen House (Lincoln) 6 
25. Luft Group Home (Alliance) 10 
























































































































































































































































TABLE 24 - Continued 
CAPA(;I'!'Y. ANJ?_'['\'PES OF CLIENTS 
OF ALTERNATIVE CARE FACILITIES IN NEBRASKA 
Name of Agency Capacity Runaways Truants Ungovemables Non-violent Violent 
Offenders Offenders 
Yes/No % Yes/No % Yes/No % Yes/No % Yes/No % 
27. Nebraska Boys Ranch (Alliance) 36 yes 25 yes 50 yes 55 yes 25 no 
28. Nebraska Center for Children and Youth (Columbus) 7 yes 50 yes 50 yes 75 yes 75 yes 25 
29. Nebraska Children's Home Society (Omaha) 14 yes dk yes dk yes dk yes dk yes 0 
30. New Life Home (Minatare) 13 yes 10 
-
yes 30 yes 40 yes 20 no 
31. New View School Residence (Oxford) 16 no -- no -- no -- no -- no 
32. Omaha Home for Boys (Omaha) 112 yes dk yes dk yes dk yes dk no 
33. Omaha Home for Boys-Coopef Farm 16 yes dk yes dk yes dk yes dk no 
34. Pine Valley Lodge (Lincoln) 6 yes 100 yes 40 yes 40 yes 20 no 
35. Pooh Corner (Hastings) 14 yes 5 no - no -- yes 3 no 
36. Rowan Group Home (Lincoln) 3 yes 0 yes 33 yes 66 yes 0 no 
37. Salvation Army Booth Memorial (Omaha) 45 yes dk yes dk yes dk yes dk no --
"' 38. Sorensen Group Home (Blair) 11 yes 0 no -- no -- no -- no 0 
39. Sunny Horizons Girls Ranch (McCook) 11 yes 80 yes 80 yes 80 yes 30 no 
40. Teen Chance, Inc. (Grand Island) 4 yes 65 yes 65 yes 100 yes 50 yes 0 
41. Uta Halee Girls Village (Omaha) (group home) 5 yes 100 yes 90 yes 90 yes 45 no 
42. Uta Halee Girls Village (Omaha) (treatment center) 55 yes 75 yes 75 yes 75 yes 20 no 
43. Voice Triumphant-Rainbow (Omaha) 3 yes 90 yes 90 yes 90 yes 90 no 
44. WICS Residence (Lincoln) 12 yes 4 yes 90 yes 85 yes 10 yes 2 
45. Weiners' Foster Home-Camelot (Burwell) 10 yes 75 yes 50 yes 20 yes 20 yes 0 
46. Wilkerson Family Group Home (Clay Center) 6 yes 50 yes 50 yes 90 yes 100 yes 30 
47. Youth Emergency Services (Bellevue) 6 yes 5 yes 30 yes 65 yes 10 no 
48. Youth Service System-Boys Home (Lincoln) 6 yes 50 yes 10 yes 15 yes 25 yes 0 
49. Youth Service System-Girls Home (Lincoln) 6 yes 75 yes 10 yes 10 yes 5 yes 0 
50. Youth Service System-Unwed Mothers (Lincoln) 10 yes 75 yes 10 yes 10 yes 5 yes 0 
*Separate facilities with different administrators. 
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TABLE 25 
CHARACTERISTICS OF ALTERNATIVE CARE FACILITIES IN NEBRASKA 
Number Percent 
Type of Facility 
Group home 32 64.0 
Foster home 4 8.0 
Treannent 5 10.0 
Other 9 18.0 
Total 50 100.0 
Type of Housing 
Dormitory 17 34.0 
Home 32 64.0 
Other 1 2.0 
Total 50 100.0 
Capacity 
9 or fewer 18 36.0 
10 to 19 21 42.0 
20 to 59 9 18.0 
60 or more 2 4.0 
Total 50 100.0 
Num her of Clients 
9 or fewer 29 58.0 
10 to 19 14 28.0 
20 to 59 4 8.0 
60 or more 3 6.0 
Total 50 100.0 
Type of Clients Accepted (N=50) 
Runaways 46 92.0 
Truants 44 88.0 
Ungovernables 43 86.0 
Juveniles charged with non~violent crimes 44 88.0 
Juveniles charged with violent crimes 23 46.0 
Gender of Clients 
All males 19 38.0 
All females 14 28.0 
Males and females 17 34.0 
Total 50 100.0 
Sources of Referral (N=50) 
Court order 35 70.0 
Probation officer 14 28.0 
Parole administration 9 18.0 
Family request 21 42.0 
Other law enforcement 11 22.0 
Other 29 58.0 
• 
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TABLE 25- Continued 
CHARACTERISTICS OF ALTERNATIVE CARE FACILITIES IN NEBRASKA 
Maximum Stay (N=49) 
No maximum 
Less than 1 year 
1 to 4 years 
Over 4 years 





Number on Staff (N=50) 
1 to 5 
6 to 14 
15 to 29 
30 or more 
Type of Staff (N=50) 
Physicians 














































Staff size was generally small with 54 percent of the facilities having 
five or fewer people. As the small staff size would indicate, very few of the 
alternative care homes had physicians, psychiatrists, or nurses on staff. 
Only 10 percent had security workers. However, 38 percent had social workers 
on staff, and 30.6 percent had mental health care workers other than 
psychiatrists. 
A breakdown of the proportion of clients in each category is shown in 
Table 26. When asked why they didn't take runaways or truants, respondents 
TABLE 26 
NUMBER AND PROPORTION OF ALL CLIENTS IN JUVENILE CATEGORIES IN ALTERNATIVE CARE FACILITIES 
Runaways Truants U ngovemables Charged with Charged with 
Non-violent Crimes Violent Crimes 
No. of Percent of No. of Percent of No. of Percent of No. of Percent of No. of Percent of 
Facilities Facilities Facilities Facilities Facilities Facilities Facilities Facilities Facilities Facilities 
Proportion of Clients 
Less than 10% 8 17.4 3 6.8 1 2.3 5 11.4 15 65.2 
11 to 49% 9 19.6 11 25.0 14 32.6 19 43.2 6 26.1 
50 to 74% 9 19.6 12 27.3 5 11.6 8 18.2 0 0.0 
75% or more 13 28.3 11 25.0 17 39.5 6 13.6 1 4.3 
Don t know 7 15.2 7 15.9 6 14.0 6 13.6 1 4.3 
Total 46 100.1 44 100.0 43 100.0 44 100.0 23 99.9 
Reason for Not Taking Clients ~ 
in Certain Categories w 
Not set up for this type 2 50.0 3 50.0 5 71.4 4 66.7 20 74.1 
No referrals 2 50.0 3 50.0 2 28.6 2 33.3 3 11.1 
Effect on younger children 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 4 14.8 
Total 4 100.0 6 100.0 7 100.0 6 100.0 27 100.0 
Circumstances for Taking Clients 
in Certain Categories 
Under no circumstances 2 50.0 2 40.0 3 42.9 3 50.0 10 38.5 
More secure facility 1 25.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 1 3.8 
Change of staff 0 0.0 0 0.0 1 14.3 0 0.0 1 3.8 
Change treatment plan 0 0.0 1 20.0 2 28.6 2 33.3 9 34.6 
If pregnant 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 1 3.8 
If very young 0 0.0 1 20.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 
Don·r know 1 25.0 1 20.0 1 14.3 1 16.7 4 15.4 
Total 4 100.0 5 100.0 7 100.1 6 100.0 26 99.9 
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were equally divided in saying that they were not set up to handle these 
clients or had not had any such clients referred. Ungovernables and juveniles 
charged with non-violent and violent crimes were not accepted because the 
facilities were not set up to handle them. However, when asked to identify 
the circumstances under which they would take these types of clients, 
respondents most commonly replied, "Under no circumstances" (38.5 to 50 
percent), A change in treatment plan was the next most frequently cited 
circumstance. 
Change of staff and security of the facility appeared to be relatively 
unimportant considerations, Only one respondent indicated that the facility 
would consider taking runaways or juveniles charged with violent crimes if it 
were more secure. Change of staff was mentioned only once as a consideration 
in taking ungovernables and those charged with violent crimes, 
A breakdown of the proportions of clients by source of referral is shown 
in Table 27. Court order and family request were the most often cited 
sources. As shown in Table 28, the most often mentioned places of release 
were to the juvenile's home or a foster care home. 
Treatment centers were the most likely to take juveniles in all 
categories. Foster homes differed from treatment facilities in that they were 
somewhat less likely to take ungovernables, and none was willing to take 
juveniles charged with violent crimes. While only 46.9 percent of group homes 
took those charged with violent crimes, over 80 percent took juveniles in 
other categories, (See Table 29.) 
A majority (72 percent) of the alternative care facilities reported that 
they would like to be able to provide new services that they do not now 
have. The most often mentioned new service was facility expansion mentioned 
by 24 percent, followed by more counseling mentioned by 20 percent. The most 
TABLE 27 
SOURCES OF REFERRAL TO ALTERNATIVE CARE FACILITIES 
Court Order Probation Officer Parole Administration Family Request Other Law Enforcement Other 
Proportion of No. of Percent of No. of Percent of No. of Percent of No. of Percent of No. of Percent of No. of Percent of 
Clients Facilities Facilities Facilities Facilities Facilities Facilities Facilities Facilities Facilities Facilities Facilities Facilities 
Less than 10% 16 32.0 37 74.0 46 92.0 30 60.0 41 82.0 22 44.0 
11 to 49% 13 26.0 12 24.0 3 6.0 15 30.0 7 14.0 9 18.0 
50 to 74% 6 12.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 3 6.0 1 2.0 2 4.0 
75% or more 14 28.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 1 2.0 0 0.0 I6 32.0 
Don't know 1 2.0 1 2.0 1 2.0 1 
--.b.Q 1 2.0 1 2.0 
Total 50 100.0 50 100.0 50 100.0 50 100.0 50 100.0 50 100.0 
TABLE 28 
PLACE OF RELEASE OF JUVENILES IN ALTERNATIVE CARE FACILITIES 
O..Vn Home Foster Care Secure Facility Nonsecure Facility Private Care State Mental Health Other 
Facility Institution Facility 
No. of Percent of No. of Percent of No. of Percent of No. of Percent of No. of Percent of No. of Percent of No. of Percent of No. of Percent of 
Facilities Facilities Facilities Facilities Facilities Facilities Facilities Fadlities Facilities Facilities Facilities Facilities Facilities Facilities Facilities Facilities 
Less than 1 0% 2 4.2 2 5.6 1 14.3 0 0.0 3 25.0 6 100.0 3 429 19 79.2 
11 to49% 17 35.4 26 72.2 6 85.7 8 100.0 8 66.7 0 0.0 2 28.6 3 12.5 
50 to 74% 12 25.0 7 19.4 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 1 14.3 0 0.0 
75% or more 17 35.4 1 2.8 0 0.0 0 0.0 1 8.3 0 0.0 1 14.3 2 8.3 
Don't know 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 .......Q,Q_ 0 .......Q,Q_ 0 0.0 0 .......Q,Q_ 





ALTERNATIVE CARE FACILITIES 
'THAT WILL TAKE VARIOUS CATEGORIES OF JUVENILES 
Group Home Foster Home Treatment Other 
(N=32) (N=4) (N=5) (N=9) 
No. % No. % No. % No. % 
Runaways 28 87.5 4 100.0 5 100.0 9 100.0 
Truant 27 84.4 4 100.0 5 100.0 8 88.9 
Ungovernable 27 84.4 3 75.0 5 100.0 8 88.9 
Charged with non-violent crimes 26 81.3 4 100.0 5 100.0 9 100.0 
Charged with violent crimes 15 46.9 0 0.0 3 60.0 5 55.6 
TABLE 30 
ADDITIONAL SERVICES THAT ALTERNATIVE CARE FACILITIES 
WOULD LIKE TO PROVIDE 
Number Percent 
Would like to provide new service (N=50) 36 72.0 
Types of new service: 
Independent living 8 16.0 
Facility expansion 12 24.0 
More counseling 10 20.0 
Family programs 8 16.0 
Voc. ed. progra:rns 6 I2.0 
Other 10 20.0 
Reason unable to provide additional services 
Funding (N=37) 27 73.0 
Other (N=37) 10 27.0 
.Total 37 100.0 
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often cited reason for not currently providing these additional services was a 
lack of funding. (See Table 30.) 
A majority of respondents (83.7 to 97.3 percent) indicated that their 
working relationships with criminal justice officials were either good or very 
good. (See Table 31.) 
TABLE 31 
WORKING RELATIONSHIPS BETWEEN 
ALTERNATIVE CARE FACILITIES AND PUBLIC OFFICIALS 
Very Good Good Fair Poor Very Poor N/A 
No. % No. % No. % No. % No. % No. % 
Local county 
sheriffs (N~36) 24 66.7 11 30.6 1 2.8 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 
Parole/probation 
officers (N~42) 23 54.8 15 35.7 2 4.8 1 2.4 1 2.4 0 0.0 
Public defenders (N=37) 18 48.6 13 35.1 5 13.5 1 2.7 0 0.0 0 0.0 
County prosecutors (N=37) 18 48.6 15 40.5 3 8.1 1 2.7 0 0.0 0 0.0 
Social service agencies (N=SO) 30 60.0 14 28.0 3 6.0 3 6.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 
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ID # __________________ __ 
Juvenile Justice Project 
Alternative Placement Survey 
June/July 1984 
Name of facility 
-------------------------------------------




"Hello, I'm from the University of 
Nebraska at Omaha Center for Applied Urban Research. We're working with the 
Nebraska Crime Commission in trying to determine the number of juveniles being 
held in adult jails or lockups in Nebraska. Part of this study involves 
alternatives to jail. We'd like to ask you some questions about your facility 
and the clients you deal with. 
1. What type of facility is (name of center)? 
group home 1 
foster home 2 
treatment 3 
other -4-




3. Your capacity is is that correct? 
4. How many employes are currently on your staff? 
5. Does (name of center) 's staff include: 
yes no 
physicians 1 2 
nurses or physician assistants l 2 
psychiatrists (MD) l 2 
social workers 1 2 
security workers 1 -2-
mental health care workers l 2 
other 1 2 
6. How many clients are currently staying at (name of center)? 
7. How many are males? 
How many are females? 
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8. There are several categories of juveniles that a facility may take: 
runaways, truants, ungovernable, those charged with non-violent crimes, 
and those charged with violent crimes. Does (name of center) take 
juvenile offenders who are ••• 
A. Runaways 
(If yes) What is the approximate % of 
your clients that are runaways? 
(If no) Why don't you take this type 
of client? 
B. Truant 
(If yes) What is the approximate % of 
your clients that are truants? 
(If no) Why don't you take this type 
of client? 
C. Ungovernable 
(If yes) What is the approximate % of 
your clients that are ungovernable? 















D. Charged with non-violent crimes such as 
shoplifting or possession of alcohol 
(If yes) What is the approximate % of 
your clients that are charged with 
non-violent crimes. 
(If no) Why don't you take this type 
of client? 
E. Charged with violent crimes such as 
assault or robbery 
(If yes) What is the approximate % of 
your clients that are charged with 
violent crimes? 










[Note to interviewer: If A-E don't add up to 100%, read categories again and 
get percentages.] 






D. Those charged with non-violent crimes such as shoplifting or 
possession of alcohol 
E. Those charged with violent crimes such as assault or robbery 
10. I'm going to read several possible sources of referral of juvenile 
clients to your center and ask for a percentage breakdown by source. 
[Read all choices before obtaining percent.] 
percentage 
A. court order 
B. probation officer 
C. parole administration 
D. family request 
E. other law enforcement 
F. other 
11. What is the maximum length of time a juvenile stays at (name of center)? 
months 
'C~I~f~n-o __ m_a_x_i~m-u-m--,--c-o~d-e __ a_s~0~0.) 

















13. Would you elaborate on these programs and services available? 
14. Is there any service you'd like to provide at (name of center) that you 
can't now provide? 





16. Could you give us an approximate percentage breakdown by category of 
where juveniles go when they are released from your facility? (Don't 
read categories.) 
A. Juvenile's own home or that of relative 
B. Foster care 
C. Jail or adult secure facility 
D. Shelter or nonsecure facility 
E. Private care facility 
F. State institution 
G. Mental health facility or hospital 
H. Other (if this category is used, specify 
what type of facility) 
17. How would you describe your working relationship with: 
5 4 3 2 
percent 
1 0 
very good good fair poor very poor N/A 
local county 
sheriff 5 4 3 2 1 0 
parole/probation 
officers 5 4 3 2 1 0 
public defender 5 4 3 2 1 0 
county 
prosecutor 5 4 3 2 1 0 
social services 5 4 3 2 1 0 
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SURVEY OF CRIMINAL JUSTICE OFFICIALS 
Existing procedures for confining juveniles in jails and lockups were 
examined through a telephone survey of law enforcement authorities. All 93 
sheriffs were contacted because of their responsibility for maintaining county 
jails. In addition, police chiefs of 10 cities were included since they 
reported to the Nebraska Crime Commission that they held juveniles in lockup 
in 1983. 
Between August 20 and September 19, 1984, 97 completed telephone 
interviews were conducted Three sheriffs declined to be interviewed and 
another four could not be reached. All 10 police chiefs completed interviews. 
Questions were included on the types of juveniles held, percentage of out-
of-county juveniles, reasons for holding juveniles over 24 hours, to whom they 
were released, characteristics of the jail facilities, awareness of 
alternatives to jails/lockups, and plans to comply with the proposed December, 
1985 deadline for removal of juveniles from adult jails and lockups. 
Crime Commission records indicate that 19 of Nebraska's counties did not 
have jails or lockups. However, officials from two of these, Grant and Nance 
Counties, reported that they had holding cells. A majority (94.4 percent) of 
the counties that did not have jail or lockup facilities stated that they sent 
juveniles to another county for holding. 
Table 32 presents information on the law enforcement authorities reports 
on the typical juveniles held in jail. About one-third (34.4 percent) cited 
thieves and vandals while another third (33.3 percent) reported runaways were 
those typically held. However, 11.1 percent of the officials described the 
typical juvenile as one held for a felony or violent crime. 
As shown in Table 6 in the section on Juveniles in Jail, 38.1 percent of 
status offenders and 44.9 percent of non-status offenders were held over 24 
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TABLE 32 
CHARACTERISTICS OF JAILS AND LOCKUPS IN NEBRASKA 
Typical juvenile held 
Runaways 
MIP/alcohol related 





Primary reason held over 24 hours 
Coundelay 
Unable to contact parents or placement 
Serious charge 
Serving sentence, court orders 
Unable to post bond 
Don't know 
Total 
Court orders received on all juveniles held over 4 hours (N=77) 
Percent of out of county juveniles held 
None 
1 to 10% 




Percent of juveniles released to parent/guardian 
None 
1 to 25% 
26 to 50% 
51 to 75% 
76% or more 
Don'tknow 
Total 
Percent of juveniles released to probation/parole 
None 
1 to 25% 
26 to 50% 
51 to 75% 













































































TABLE 32 -Continued 
CHARACTERISTICS OF JAILS AND LOCKUPS IN NEBRASKA 
Percent of juveniles released to others 
None 
1 to 25% 
26 to 50% 
51 to 75% 
76% or more 
Don't know 
Total 
Juveniles housed seqarately from adults (N=81) 
Located out of sight of adults (N=80) 
Located out of sound of adults (N=80) 



























hours. The most frequently cited reason (by 36.8 percent) for holding 
juveniles over 24 hours was inability to contact parents or obtain other 
suitable placement. Over 30 percent (30.9) cited court delay as the primary 
reason, and 19.1 percent reported that juveniles were held this long because 
they were serving a sentence or were under court orders. 
Over one-third (35.6 percent) of those interviewed reported that between 1 
and 10 percent of the juveniles held were from outside the county. 
Approximately another one-third (31.7 percent) said the percentage from 
outside the county was bewtween 11 and 50 percent. 
Court orders were received on 48.1 percent of all juveniles held over four 
hours. The two situations that were most often given as examples of why 
juveniles were held without court orders were: (1) weekend situations where a 
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judge could not be reached and (2) unavoidable time lapses that occurred 
before parents or guardians could pick up a child. 
Over one-half (50.6 percent) of the respondents indicated 76 percent or 
more of their juveniles were released to parents or guardians. About one-
fifth of the officials (21.3 percent) reported 51 to 75 percent of the 
juveniles were released to parents or guardians. 
A majority (95.1 percent) of officials indicated that juveniles held in 
their facilities were housed separately from adults. Somewhat fewer (86.3 
percent) indicated that juveniles were located out of sight of adults. Only 
46.3 percent were located out of sound of adult inmates. In most of these 
instances, officials indicated that while juvenile inmates could not hear 
adults at normal conversation levels, they could hear shouts. However, a 
majority (91.4 percent) of respondents indicated that adult inmates were not 
in contact with juveniles. 
These data on physical conditions of the facilities indicate that while 
most counties are in partial compliance with the requirements of the proposed 
December, 1985 deadline, many structural problems must be overcome before the 
achievement of full compliance. 
Table 33 shows that over four-fifths (80.4 percent) of the officials 
expressed an awareness of alternatives to jails and lockups within their 
communities. The most frequently mentioned alternative was foster care 
(through the Social Services Department) cited by 76.7 percent of the 
respondents. Only one respondent listed an attention or youth center as an 
alternative for placing juveniles. Less awareness of out-of-county 
alternatives existed; only 58.9 percent stated that they were aware of 
facilities outside the county. For some outstate counties, of course, a 
shortage of alternative facilities may exist within the county, and out-of-
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county facilities must be relied on. However, 16.7 percent of the respondents 
indicated that location of these facilities was a problem--i.e., they were a 
great distance from the jail or lockup. 
TABLE 33 
AWARENESS OF ALTERNATIVES TO JAILS/LOCKUPS 
Awareness of alternatives within county (N=92) 
Awareness of alternatives in neighboring counties (N=73) 
Types of alternatives (N=73) 




Location of alternative is a problem 









2Includes a combination of foster care, jail/lockup, or attention/youth center as altern~tives. 









There is a fairly widespread lack of awareness on the part of law 
enforcement officials regarding this deadline. One-fifth (20.5 percent) of 
the respondents reported that they were unaware of the deadline; another 30.8 
percent had not formulated any plans to meet it. One county sheriff indicated 
that he "opposed" the deadline. Nearly one-fifth (19.2) stated that they 
believed they were already substantially in compliance with the law. However, 
in some cases, information obtained elsewhere in the interview on physical 
characteristics of the facilities did not substantiate this belief in 
compliance. For example, in some of these facilities juveniles were not 
located out of sound of adults. 
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Juvenile Justice Project 
Survey of Criminal Justice Officials 




Hello, I'm from the University of Nebraska 
at Omaha Center for Applied Urban Research. We're working with the Nebraska 
Crime Commission in trying to determine the number and characteristics of 
juveniles being held in adult jails or lockups in Nebraska. Part of this 
study involves a survey of criminal justice officials regarding the present 
practices in various jurisdictions. We'd like to ask you some questions about 
juveniles held in your jurisdiction. 
1. How would you describe the typical juvenile held in your charge? 
2. According to Crime Commission records, % of the juveniles held in 
your jurisdiction in 1983 were held for over 24 hours. What is the 
primary reason that juveniles were held over 24 hours? 
Other reasons? 
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3. Approximately what percentage of the juveniles held in your charge are 
from another county? 
4. In your facility, are juveniles housed 
separately from adults? 
If no, why not? 
If yes, is a segregation cell used to hold 
juveniles in order to achieve separations? 
5. Are court orders received on all juveniles held 
over four hours in your facility? 
6. Is the location out of sight of adult inmates? 
If no, why not? 
7. Is the location out of sound of adult inmates? 
If no, why not? 
8. Do any adult inmates have an opportunity to come 
in contact with the juveniles? 
















10. Are you aware of alternatives to jails/lockups in 
your county for placing juveniles currently held 
in adult jails? 
Yes No 
If yes, what are these alternatives?-------------------------------
11. Are you aware of alternatives to jails/lockups in 
neighboring counties for placing juveniles 
currently held in adult jails? 
Yes No 
If yes, what are these alternatives?------------------------------
Is the location of these alternative 
facilities a problem? 
Yes No 
12. What are your plans to comply with the December, 1985 deadline for 
removal of juveniles from adult jails and lockups? 
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ANALYSIS OF CURRENT NEBRASKA LAWS AND THE PROPOSED FEDERAL JJDPA 
Current Nebraska state laws and proposed changes in the federal Juvenile 
Justice and Delinquency Prevention Act are analyzed in this section in order 
to explore the possible impact of legal policy on Nebraska's compliance. 
Current Nebraska Laws Pertaining to Juvenile Deinstitutionalization and 
Decarceration 
In 1979, the Nebraska Legislature directed the State Office of Planning 
and Programming in cooperation with the Nebraska Crime Commission to prepare a 
report on the Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention Act of 1974 
(JJDPA). The 34-page report (hereinafter called the 1979 Report) reviewed 
Nebraska statutes and current practices affecting Nebraska's ability to comply 
with the two major mandates of the Act (removing the status and non-offender 
from secure detention and correctional facilities and forbidding the 
comingling of juvenile and adult offenders in detention and correctional 
f acUities). 
The Revised Nebraska Code of 1981 (effective July, 1982) incorporates two 
major requirements of the JJDPA, i.e., prohibitions against both 
institutionalization of status and non-status offenders and comingling of 
juvenile offenders under !6 with adult offenders in detention and correctional 
facilities. The JJDPA requires annual inspection and monitoring of 
deinstitutionalization and decarceration of juveniles. Both the Jail 
Standards Board within the Nebraska Crime Commission and foster care licensing 
requirements of the Department of Social Services provide potential mechanisms 
for the required JJDPA inspection and monitoring. 
Areas having the likelihood of continued difficulty in complying with the 
JJDPA include sentencing of youthful offenders under age 18 who plea bargain 
or are tried in adult courts and detention of delinquents, status offenders, 
and non-status offenders in adult jails. 
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Sentencing of Youthful Offenders .10 The intent of the JJDPA appears to 
include all juveniles under 18 including those processed in the adult 
courts. If so, Nebraska will have difficulty fully complying with the JJDPA 
because juvenile courts in Nebraska11 do not have exclusive jurisdiction over 
all juveniles under the age of 18. 
The jurisdiction of the Nebraska Juvenile Courts over youth committing 
felonies, misdemeanors, or traffic offenses is as follows: 
Section 43-247(1), (2), (4) R.R.S. Supp. 1983 provides exclusive original 
jurisdiction as to any juvenile under the age of 16 at the time who has 
committed an act other than a traffic offense which would constitute a 
misdemeanor under state law or violation of any city or village ordinance; 
concurrent original jurisdiction with the district, county, and municipal 
courts as to any juvenile 16 or 17 years of age at the time he has committed a 
misdemeanor or violation of any city or village ordinance; concurrent original 
jurisdiction with the district court as to any juvenile under age 18 who 
violates any law of the state constituting a felony; exclusive jurisdiction as 
to any juvenile under 16 who has committed a traffic offense. 
A recent trend nation-wide has been to bring older youthful offenders into 
the adult court system.12 In Nebraska, some 16- and 17-year-olds committing 
10The term youthful offenders is used to connote youth under 18 processed 
in the adult system to differentiate them from juvenile offenders and status 
or non-offenders. 
11under the provisions 
have been established in 
courts have jurisdiction 
[§43-245(4)]. 
of §43-2111 et se., three separate juvenile courts 
Douglas, Lancaster, and Sarpy Counties. County 
over juvenile matters in all other counties. 
12states have used statutory waiver provisions to transfer a juvenile from 
juvenile to adult courts. Others have lowered the jurisdictional age so 
juveniles will be tried as adults for some types of offenses. Because of 
Nebraska's concurrent jurisdiction provision, waivers from adult to juvenile 
court are rarely sought. See §43-261 for Nebraska's transfer provisions. 
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misdemeanors or feloniesl3 have informations filed by the county attorney in 
district, county, and municipal courts rather than in juvenile courts. These 
youthful offenders may be detained in adult jails (N=2,079 in 1982) and also 
sentenced to jail (N=294 in 1982) or prison. Lancaster County District and 
Municipal Court judges in 1982 sentenced 24 youthful offenders to the Juvenile 
Attention Center in Lincoln. According to this Center's director, most of 
these youth were sentenced for traffic offenses, failure to appear, failure to 
pay fines or restitution, and theft. The length of sentence was usually three 
to seven days. 
In Douglas County, youthful offenders under 18 are sentenced to the 
Department of Corrections. Youth are screened at admission and, according to 
the director of the Douglas County Youth Center, a few youthful offenders each 
year are transferred to the Youth Center to serve their adult court sentences. 
Dispositions in Juvenile Court of Status and Non-Status Offenders and 
Juvenile Offenders. The jurisdiction of the juvenile courts was amended in 
the 1981 Code, and status offenders were categorized with neglected and 
dependent children [§43-247(3)] instead of in a separate offense category 
under the prior Code [§43-201(4)]. 
The non-offender and status offender provisions in §43-247(3) provide for 
exclusive original jurisdiction as to any juvenile under the age of 18 who is 
homeless or destitute, or without proper support through no fault of his 
parents, guardian, or custodian (dependent); who is abandoned by his parents, 
guardian, or custodian; lacks proper parental care by reason of the fault or 
habits of his parent, guardian, or custodian; whose parent, guardian, or 
13Juvenile and adult courts have concurrent jurisdiction over juveniles of 
any age who commit felonies. Informations filed in district court for youth 
under 16 are generally based on homicide charges and are relatively rare. 
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custodian neglects or refuses to provide proper or necessary subsistence, 
education, or other care necessary for the health, morals, or well being 
(neglected); is wayward or habitually disobedient; uuncontrolled by his 
parent, guardian, or custodian; deports himself so as to injure or endanger 
seriously the morals and health of himself or others; or who is habitually 
truant from home or school (status offender). 
Dispositional alternatives for children in need of assistance (dependent, 
neglected children or juveniles and status offenders) include permitting them 
to remain at home under court supervision, placement in the care of a 
reputable citizen or association or with a suitable family, or in the care and 
custody of the Department of Public Welfare (§43-284(1), (2), (3), (4), (5). 
Delinquent juvenile offenders can be committed to the Youth Development 
Centers (YDC-Geneva, YDC-Kearney),14 but this disposition cannot be used for 
children in need of assistance [§43-286(2)]. 15 
R.R.S. 43-286 provides that no juvenile shall be confined in any jail as a 
disposition of juvenile court. 
Detention of Juvenile Offenders and Status or Non-offenders. The juvenile 
law reviewed in the 1979 Report as to detention of juveniles under age 18 is 
substantially the same under the present juvenile code and would prevent full 
compliance with the JJDPA. As noted in the previous section, although status 
and non-offenders may not be committed to the youth development centers as a 
14Delinquent youth under age 12 may not be committed to a Youth 
Development Center unless they have violated the terms of probation or have 
committed an additional offense. This minimum age provision does not apply if 
the act in question is murder or manslaughter [§43-286(2)]. 
15However, under the provisions of §43-286(3) if a status offender is 
placed on probation and a petition to revoke probation is found to be true, 
the court may make any disposition authorized for delinquent juveniles. 
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disposition, the Nebraska Juvenile Code does not prohibit secure detention of 
these juveniles prior to adjudication or final disposition. 
Pending the adjudication of any case, the juvenile may be (1) placed or 
detained for a reasonable period of time at home or with some other suitable 
person, ( 2) kept in some suitable place provided by the city or county 
authorities, (3) placed in any proper and accredited charitable institution, 
or (4) placed in a state institution (except any adult penal institution) when 
proper facilities are not available and the only facility is a city or county 
jail ( §43-254). 
Section 43-253 provides that when a child is taken into custody, an 
immediate investigation shall be made by the court. The juvenile may be 
released to the custody of his or her parent, guardian, relative, or other 
responsible person, or the court may grant bail in such amount and under such 
conditions and security as the court, in its sole discretion shall determine. 
Where juveniles have been detained under §43-254, or for violating a court 
order, they shall be released within 48 hours after being placed or detained 
or taken into custody (excluding non-judicial days) unless within that period 
of time a petition in juvenile court or a criminal complaint has been filed 
(§43-255). The JJDPA requires that juveniles be temporarily detained in 
secure detention facilities for no longer than 24 hours. Section 43-255 would 
have to be changed from 48 to 24 hours in order to comply with the JJDPA. 
An alternative to detention was authorized under the 1981 Juvenile Code. 
Juveniles may be sent to the YDC-Geneva for 30-day pre-adjudication physical 
and mental evaluations with additional extensions as the court may authorize 
(not to exceed 30 days each). The state encourages counties to use the Geneva 
evaluations by paying all evaluation costs (except transportation). 
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The GAUR data show that 319 juveniles were evaluated at Geneva in 1983. A 
relatively high number are from Sarpy, Lancaster, and Douglas Counties, all 
having community resources to conduct both in-patient and out-patient juvenile 
evaluations. The 1984 Study Report, Choices and Challenges, proposes that 
Nebraska reverse its present policy and provide disincentives to sending youth 
away from their homes or communities for evaluations or other placements. 
Additional state resources provided to the counties for supportive family and 
youth services might decrease some of the present 30-day juvenile evaluation 
detentions. 
Although there are no express statutory provisions, juvenile offenders and 
status offenders (rarely non-offenders) may be held in secure detention 
facilities pending placements ordered by the court at disposition. If these 
juveniles have not been previously evaluated, §43-281 provides for evaluation 
following adjudication and prior to final disposition in any facility or 
institution for evaluation under the control of the State of Nebraska, except 
an adult penal institution. 
evaluations also occur at Geneva. 
Some of these post-adjudication juvenile 
Except for the evaluation detentions at Geneva, most Nebraska counties 
detain status and non-status offenders as well as juvenile offenders in jails 
since only Lancaster and Douglas Counties have separate juvenile detention 
facilties. 
The provisions of §43-251 as to pre-adjudication placement or detention 
provide that when a juvenile is taken into custody, the court of magistrate 
may place or detain the child at home or other various out-of-home 
alternatives. If the juvenile is 13 years or under, he or she shall be kept 
outside the enclosure of any jail or police station. The GAUR data show that, 
in fact, children under 13 years of age are being detained in Nebraska jails 
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or lockups. Section 43-251 also provides that when a juvenile under the age of 
16 shall be detained in any institution to which adults are sentenced, it 
shall be unlawful to permit such juvenile to have verbal, visual, or physical 
contact with such adults at any time. 
The 1984 GAUR jail interview data indicate that not all the jails holding 
sentenced adult offenders comply with the "sight" and "sound" requirements of 
the 1981 Nebraska Juvenile Code or the JJDPA. In several instances juvenile 
offenders (as well as status offenders and non-offenders) comingle with adult 
prisoners. 
Since §43-251 does not prohibit comingling 16- or 17-year-old juvenile 
offenders, status offenders, and non-offenders with detained or sentenced 
adult offenders, a change in the statute is necessary in order to comply with 
the JJDPA. 
Where youthful offenders under 18 are sentenced as adults, full compliance 
with the JJDPA will be difficult because 16- and 17-year-olds are presently 
detained and sentenced to jail and adult institutions. Because of the 
concurrent jurisdiction of juvenile and adult courts over felony prosecutions, 
even juveniles under 16 can be detained and sentenced to adult facilities. 
Disposition in cases involving juvenile offenders, status offenders, and 
non-offenders appears to be in compliance with the JJDPA. 
Compliance with the JJDPA in the jail detention of juvenile offenders, 
status offenders, and non-offenders will not be possible under current 
Nebraska law. Only juveniles 13 years of age and younger may not be detained 
in adult jails. Juveniles under 16 processed by the juvenile court may not be 
comingled with sentenced adults. Sixteen- and 17-year-o1d juvenile offenders, 
status offenders, and non-offenders may still be detained with sentenced, and 
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presumably pre-trial detained, adults under the current Nebraska Juvenile 
Code. 
Proposed Amendments to the JJDPA 
Under the proposed 1984 amendments to the JJDPA, two exceptions to jail 
removal of juveniles are provided: 
1. Juveniles under criminal court jurisdiction, i.e., where a juvenile 
has been waived, transferred, or is subject to original or exclusive criminal 
court jurisdiction based on age and offense limitations 
charges have been filed. 
and felony 
Exception 1 will not apply under Nebraska law because of concurrent 
jurisdiction of adult and juvenile courts over felony offenses. Unlike other 
states, Nebraska's waiver or transfer provisions are from adult to juvenile 
court. 
2. Juveniles arrested or taken into custody for committing an act that 
would be a crime if committed by an adult may be temporarily held for up to 
six hours in an adult jail or lockup for purposes of identification, 
processing, or transfer to other facilities. 
Exception 2 will assist Nebraska in complying with the requirements of the 
JJDPA. Table 15 of the CAUR Juveniles in Nebraska Jails and Lockups study 
shows that in 1983, 549 or 29.1 percent of the non-status juvenile offenders 
in Nebraska (except Douglas and Lancaster Counties) were in jails or lockups 
four hours or less. If this amendment is enacted, the way Nebraska jail 
personnel report the length of time in detention should be changed to show six 
hours or less rather than four hours or less. 
fall into this exception. 
Additional youth might then 
Section 31.303(3)(i) of the Act mandates certain requirements where 
juvenile and adult facilities are located in the same buildng or on the same 
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grounds. In addition to total separation between juvenile and adult facility 
spatial areas and total separation in all juvenile and adult program 
activities, the JJDPA policy requires: (c) Separate juvenile and adult 
staff, including management, security staff and direct care staff such as 
recreation, eduction, and counseling. Persons such as cooks or medical 
personnel could serve both adults and juveniles. 
Given the detention and lockup facilities in Nebraska (with the exception 
of the juvenile facilities in Douglas and Lancaster Counties), requiring 
separate juvenile and adult staff would be cost prohibitive. Compliance with 
this requirement would be virtually impossible. 
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TIME IN DETENTION FOR JUVENILES IN NEBRASKA JAILS AND LOCKUPS 
4 Hours or Less Over 4 Hours Total 
County/City No. % No. % No. % 
Adams 71 80.7 17 19.3 88 100.0 
Antelope 1 6.3 15 93.8 16 100.1 
Boone 4 57.1 3 42.9 7 100.0 
Box Butte 11 14.9 63 85.1 74 100.0 
Brown 3 27.3 8 72.7 11 100.0 
Buffalo 25 25.0 75 75.0 100 100.0 
Butler 4 57.1 3 42.9 7 100.0 
Cass 4 16.0 21 84.0 25 100.0 
Cedar 0 0.0 2 100.0 2 100.0 
Chetty 1 9.1 10 90.9 11 100.0 
Cheyenne 7 23.3 23 76.7 30 100.0 
Clay 2 28.6 5 71.4 7 100,0 
Colfax 1 16.7 5 83.3 6 100.0 
Custer 0 0.0 8 100.0 8 100.0 
Dakota 44 46.8 50 53.2 94 100.0 
Dundy 0 0.0 1 100.0 1 100.0 
South Sioux City Police Dept. 29 74.4 10 25.6 39 100.0 
Dawes 3 15.0 17 85.0 20 100.0 
Dawson 15 28.3 38 71.7 53 100.0 
Gothenburg Police Dept. 1 25.0 3 75.0 4 100.0 
Lexington Police Dept. 2 8.0 23 92.0 25 100.0 
Deuel 1 20.0 4 80.0 5 100.0 
Dixon 0 0.0 8 100.0 8 100.0 
Dodge 22 22.2 77 77.8 99 100.0 
Fillmore 3 20.0 12 80.0 15 100.0 
Franklin 4 100.0 0 0.0 4 100.0 
Furnas 1 33.3 2 66.7 3 100.0 
Gage 4 30.8 9 69.2 13 100.0 
Beatrice 4 36.4 7 63.6 11 100.0 
Hall 34 12.2 245 87.8 279 100.0 
Hamilton 8 44.4 10 55.6 18 100.0 
Harlan 0 0.0 2 100.0 2 100.0 
Hitchcock 0 0.0 8 100.0 8 100.0 
Holt 5 25.0 15 75.0 20 100.0 
Jefferson 2 20.0 8 80.0 10 100.0 
johnson 0 0.0 3 100.0 3 100.0 
Kearney 3 42.9 4 57.1 7 100.0 
Keith 6 16.2 31 83.8 37 100.0 
Kimball 3 27.3 8 72.7 11 100.0 
Knox 0 0.0 11 100.0 11 100.0 
Lincoln 13 9.6 122 90.4 135 100.0 
Madison 5 10.0 45 90.0 50 100.0 
Norfolk Police Dept. 18 50.0 18 50.0 36 100.0 
Merrick 5 38.5 8 61.5 13 100.0 
Morrill 4 25.0 12 75.0 16 100.0 
Nemaha 7 21.9 25 78.1 32 100.0 
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APPENDIX A - Continued 
TIME IN DETENTION FOR JUVENILES IN NEBRASKA JAILS AND LOCKUPS 
4 Hours or Less Over 4 Hours Total 
County/City No. % No. % No. % 
Otoe 10 45.5 12 54.5 22 100.0 
Pawnee 0 0.0 1 100.0 1 100.0 
Perkins 2 100.0 0 0.0 2 100.0 
Phelps 4 40.0 6 60.0 10 100.0 
Holdrege Police Dept. 0 0.0 1 100.0 1 100.0 
Pierce 0 0.0 5 100.0 5 100.0 
Platte 8 19.0 34 81.0 42 100.0 
Polk 9 100.0 0 0.0 9 100.0 
McCook Police Dept. 5 21.7 18 78.3 23 100.0 
Richardson 3 27.3 8 72.7 11 100.0 
Saline 3 50.0 3 50.0 6 100.0 
Crete Police Dept. 2 40.0 3 60.0 5 100.0 
Sarpy 122 33.4 243 66.6 365 100.0 
Bellevue Police Dept. 39 95.1 2 4.9 41 100.0 
Saunders 9 50.0 9 50.0 18 100.0 
Scotts Bluff 33 20.6 127 79.4 160 100.0 
Seward 7 63.6 4 36.4 11 100.0 
Sheridan 1 2.9 34 97.1 35 100.0 
Sherman 0 0.0 2 100.0 2 100.0 
Thayer 4 30.8 9 69.2 13 100.0 
Thurston 7 23.3 23 76.7 30 100.0 
Valley 0 0.0 7 100.0 7 100.0 
Washington 7 18.9 30 81.1 37 100.0 
Wayne 1 20.0 4 80.0 5 100.0 
Wayne Police Dept. 0 0.0 1 100.0 1 100.0 
Webster 2 50.0 2 50.0 4 100.0 
York 7 21.2 26 78.8 33 100.0 
Source: Nebraska Crime Commission 
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APPENDIX B 
DEMOGRAPHIC ANALYSIS OF JUDICIAL DISTRICTS 
An analysis of the demographic characteristics of Nebraska's judicial 
districts was conducted in order to understand the context in which juveniles 
are detained in adult jails and lockups. Along with serving as a backdrop for 
the overall study, this analysis should prove useful in planning policies, 
housing, and programs for removing juveniles from adult facilities. 
The 21 judicial districts in the state of Nebraska are shown in Map l. 
For the state of Nebraska as a whole, 13.11 percent of the population was 
between the ages of 10 and 17. District 2 (Sarpy, Cass, and Otoe Counties) 
was somewhat atypical, with 15.64 percent of its population between those 
ages. Districts 3 (Lancaster County) and 12 (Sherman and Buffalo Counties) 
had smaller percentages (10.9 and 11.97 percent, respectively) of their 
populations between the ages of 10 and 17. (See Table A.) 
The state was fairly evenly divided between blue- and white-collar 
occupations. (See Table B.) Only 8.04 percent of the state's population had 
incomes below the poverty level. Among the districts with the highest 
percentage of people below the poverty level were District 15 (Cherry, Brown, 
Rock, Holt, Boyd, and Keya Paha Counties), District 20 (Blaine; Loup, 
Garfield, Wheeler, Valley, and Greeley), and District 1 (Johnson, Nemaha, 
Pawnee, and Richardson). 
District 4 (Douglas County) is the largest district in terms of the number 
of households and families. (See Table C.) In the state as a whole, 37.66 
percent of the households had children, and 6.89 percent were headed only by a 
female. 
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In District 2 (Sarpy, Cass, and Otoe Counties), however, 50.89 percent of 
all households had children. In District 4 (Douglas) 10.76 percent of the 
families were headed only by a female. 
The percentage of households with three or more persons (56.26 percent) 
was highest in District 2 (Sarpy, Cass, and Otoe). (See Table D.) 
The educational levels of the judicial districts are shown in Table E. 
District 3, where the University of Nebraska is located, has the highest 
percentage of persons with college educations (44.98 percent). The state as a 
whole has 32.81 percent. 
The racial composition of the 21 districts was predominantly white, as 
shown in Table F. Districts 4 (Douglas County) and 2 (Sarpy, Cass, and Otoe) 
were the only districts with more than 3 percent blacks. 
TABLE A 




































































































































































Source: U.S. Department of Commerce, STF3A · 1980 Cc:nsus Tape for Nebraska. 












































































































































































INCOME AND EMPLOYMENT CHARACTERISTICS 
OF HOUSEHOLDS IN THE 
21 NEBRASKA JUDICIAL DISTRICTS 
Income Below Whi te~Collar Blue-Collar 
Poverty Level Occupation Occupation 
District No. % No. % No. % 
Total 33,340 8.04 349,524 48.79 367,!09 51.23 
I 1,026 12.58 4,295 35.48 7,809 64.52 
2 1,623 5.07 24,289 51.37 22,997 48.63 
3 2,570 5.36 59,359 58.47 42,153 41.53 
4 7,266 7.17 114,300 61.04 72,943 38.96 
5 1,703 8.55 11,961 37.45 !9,98! 62.55 
6 1,625 8.84 12,163 41.21 17,349 58.79 
7 862 8.70 5,290 35.12 9,774 64.88 
8 1,036 11.35 5,460 37.46 9,114 62.54 
9 2,585 11.14 14,976 38.25 24,176 61.75 
10 1,594 8.44 13,191 41.39 18,683 58.61 
11 744 5.14 12,219 47.80 13,342 52.20 
12 741 7.59 8,!85 44.72 10,116 55.28 
13 1,312 6.55 13,973 42.50 18,902 57.50 
14 1,325 11.88 6,735 37.59 11,!80 62.41 
15 1,282 14.52 4,535 34.00 8,804 66.00 
16 743 8.37 5,965 38.43 9,557 61.57 
17 1,275 9.72 9,191 44.44 11,489 55.57 
18 858 8.91 6,034 38.62 9,589 61.38 
!9 497 9.58 3,!99 38.44 5,122 61.56 
20 1,113 14.19 3,948 32.56 7,817 66.44 
21 1,560 9.65 10,256 38.75 16,212 61.25 
Source: U.S. Department of Commerce, STF3A -1980 Census Tape for Nebraska. 
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TABLE C 
FAMILY AND HOUSEHOLD CHARACTERISTICS 
OF 21 NEBRASKA JUDICIAL DISTRICTS 
Total Households Female Heads 
Total With Children of Households Total 
District Families No. % No. % Households 
Total 414,503 215,642 37.66 39,451 6.89 572,615 
1 8,157 3,540 31.18 565 4.98 11,355 
2 32,007 19,997 50.89 2,621 6.67 39,292 
3 47,906 24,180 33.63 5,269 7.33 71,892 
4 101,375 55,082 37.67 15,734 10.76 146,220 
5 19,908 9,978 38.01 1,058 4.03 26,250 
6 18,385 9,328 38.18 1,618 6.62 24,434 
7 9,910 4,482 32.91 584 4.29 13,618 
8 9,130 4,992 41.29 652 5.39 12,089 
9 23,198 11,565 36.75 1,259 4.00 31,470 
10 18,887 8,865 33.54 1,375 5.20 26,433 
11 14,466 7,792 39.37 1,138 5.75 19,790 
12 9,758 4,938 35.70 733 5.30 13,833 
13 20,030 10,703 40.41 1,340 5.06 26,484 
14 !1,747 5,512 34.92 583 3.69 15,786 
15 8,831 4,423 37.71 579 4.94 11,729 
16 8,873 4,535 36.72 669 5.42 12,350 
17 13,115 6,681 38.75 1,087 6.31 17,240 
18 9,630 4,297 32.56 728 5.52 13,198 
19 5,187 2,536 35.90 349 4.94 7,064 
20 7,842 3,677 34.60 464 4.37 10,627 
21 16,161 8,539 39.79 1,046 4.87 21,461 
Source: U.S. Department of Commerce STF3A- 1980 Census Tape for Nebraska. 
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TABLED 
NUMBER OF PERSONS PER HOUSEHOLD 
IN THE 21 JUDICIAL DISTRICTS OF NEBRASKA 
1 Person 2 Person 3 or More Person Total 
Households Households Households Households 
District No. % No. % No. % No. % 
Total 138,560 24.20 185,583 32.41 248,472 43.40 572,615 100.00 
1 3,069 27.03 4,050 35.67 4,236 37.31 11,355 100.00 
2 6,276 15.97 10,912 27.77 22,104 56.26 39,292 100.00 
3 18,697 26.00 24,323 33.83 28,872 10.16 71,892 99.99 
4 38,356 26.23 44,276 30.28 63,588 43.49 146,220 100.00 
5 5,878 22.39 8,894 33.88 11,478 43.73 26,250 100.00 
6 5,594 22.89 8,077 33.06 10,763 44.05 24,434 100.00 
7 3,558 26.13 4,904 36.01 5,156 37.86 13,618 100.00 
8 2,737 22.64 3,618 29.93 5,734 47.43 12,089 100.00 
9 7,494 23.81 10,424 33.12 13,552 43.06 31,470 99.99 
10 6,892 26.07 9,310 35.22 10,231 38.71 26,433 100.00 
11 4,697 23.73 6,358 32.13 8,735 44.14 19,790 100.00 
12 3,255 23.33 4,664 33.72 5,914 42.75 13,833 100.00 
13 5,784 21.84 8,757 33.07 11,943 45.10 26,484 100.00 
14 3,847 24.37 5,554 35.18 6,385 40.45 15,786 100.00 
15 2,762 23.55 3,819 32.56 5,148 43.89 11,729 100.00 
16 3,086 24.99 4,087 33.09 5,177 41.92 12,350 100.00 
17 3,857 22.37 5,816 33.74 7,567 43.89 17,240 100.00 
18 3,393 25.71 4,785 36.26 5,020 38.04 13,198 100.00 
19 1,729 24.48 2,448 24.65 2,887 40.87 7,064 100.00 
20 2,689 25.30 3,708 34.89 4,230 39.80 10,627 99.99 
21 4,910 22.88 6,799 31.68 9,752 45.44 21,461 100.00 
Source: U.S. Deparonent of Commerce STF3A- 1980 Census Tape for Nebraska. 
Totals do not always equal 100 percent due to rounding. 
TABLE E 
EDUCATIONAL LEVELS OF RESIDENTS 
IN THE 21 JUDICIAL DISTRICTS OF NEBRASKA 
1 to 3 Years High School 1 to 3 Years 4 or More Years 
Elementary High School Graduate College College Total 
District No. % No. % No. % No. % No. % No. % 
Total 137,561 15.08 105,055 11.52 370,302 40.60 157,693 17.29 141,542 15.52 912,153 100.00 
1 4,273 22.71 2,411 12.82 7,864 41.80 2,212 11.76 2,053 11.00 18,813 100.10 
2 6,428 9.88 6,293 9.67 29,146 44.77 11,986 18.41 11,260 17.30 65,113 100.00 
3 8,959 8.37 10,859 10.15 39,073 36.51 22,544 21.07 25,585 23.91 107,020 100.00 
4 24,723 10.88 28,049 12.35 86,431 38.05 42,062 18.52 45,875 20.20 227,140 100.00 
5 8,600 19.42 4,966 11.21 19,301 43.58 6,544 14.78 4,873 10.00 44,284 100.00 
6 7,104 17.72 5,682 14.17 17,302 43.16 5,579 13.92 4,425 11.04 40,092 100.00 
7 5,116 22.72 2,425 10.77 9,929 44.10 2,819 12.52 2,227 9.89 22,516 100.00 
8 4,398 22.07 2,509 12.59 8,606 43.19 2,672 13.41 1,742 8.74 19,927 100.00 
9 12,012 23.39 5,118 9.97 20,649 40.21 8,225 16.02 5,354 10.42 51,358 100.00 
10 7,243 16.90 4,534 10.58 18,272 42.64 7,199 16.80 5,608 13.09 42,856 100.00 
11 4,603 14.48 3,662 11.52 14,062 44.23 5,487 17.26 3,981 12.52 31,795 100.00 
12 3,078 14.78 2,159 10.37 8,045 38.63 3,894 18.70 3,648 17.52 20,824 100.00 .... 0 
13 5,876 13.93 5,313 12.60 18,381 43.58 7,537 17.87 5,068 12.02 42,175 100.00 0 
14 4,571 17.71 2,929 11.35 10,844 42.00 4,499 17.43 2,974 11.52 25,817 100.00 
15 4,018 20.98 2,088 10.90 8,035 41.95 3,113 16.25 1,899 9.91 19,153 99.99 
16 2,755 14.32 2,231 11.60 8,183 42.53 3,417 17.76 2,655 13.80 19,241 100.00 
17 5,379 19.20 4,112 14.68 10,008 35.73 5,199 18.56 3,315 11.83 28,013 100.00 
18 5,619 25.51 2,646 12.01 8,771 39.81 2,885 13.10 2,110 9.60 22,031 100.00 
19 1,777 15.88 1,353 12.09 4,544 40.62 2,161 19.32 1,353 12.09 11,188 100.00 
20 3,387 19.13 2,170 12.26 7,667 43.31 2,733 15.44 1,747 9.87 17,704 100.00 
21 7,642 21.78 3,546 10.10 15,189 43.28 4,926 14.04 3,790 10.80 35,093 100.00 
Source' U.S. Departtnent of Commerce STF3A • 1980 Census Tape for Nebraska. 
Totals do not always equallOO percent due to rounding. 
TABLE F 
RACIAL COMPOSITION OF PERSONS IN THE 21 JUDICIAL DISTRICTS IN NEBRASKA 
- -- __ ,____ . . . --- ·--·- ··- ---· ..... --·-- . .. . .... ---- ··----- -·· 
White Black Indian Asian Other* Total 
District No. % No. % No. % No. % No. % No. % 
Total 1,492,220 95.06 47,946 3.05 9,146 .58 8,190 .52 12,323 .79 1,569,825 100.00 
1 28,600 98.95 76 .26 172 .59 34 .12 22 .08 28,904 100.00 
2 I15,097 94.73 3,815 3.14 292 .24 1,405 1.16 886 .73 121,495 100.00 
3 185,291 96.06 3,270 1.70 893 .46 2,122 1.10 1,308 .68 192,884 100.00 
4 348,819 87.86 39,809 10.03 1,961 .49 2,886 .73 3,563 .90 397,038 100.01 
5 73,691 99.24 134 .18 188 .25 185 .25 56 .08 74,254 100.00 
6 64,498 95.76 102 .15 2,608 3.87 98 .15 48 .07 67,354 100.00 
7 35,146 99.40 42 .12 65 .18 75 .21 31 .09 35,359 100.00 
8 34,435 98.15 27 .08 215 .61 134 .38 274 .78 35,085 100.00 
9 87,128 98.93 104 .12 653 .74 117 .13 64 .07 88,066 99.99 
10 68,535 99.17 96 .14 89 .13 84 .12 307 .44 69,111 100.00 
11 53,571 98.36 122 .22 194 .36 54 .10 522 .96 54,463 100.00 
12 38,338 98.24 34 .09 80 .21 132 .34 439 1.13 39,023 100.01 
..... 
13 70,315 97.42 98 .14 138 .19 201 .28 1,423 1.97 72,175 100.00 0 
..... 
14; 41,157 98.99 13 .03 52 .13 90 .22 267 . 64 41,579 100.01 
15 31,551 99.52 4 .01 104 .33 22 .07 21 .07 31,702 100.00 
16 32,224 95.99 93 .28 711 2.12 166 .49 377 1.12 33,571 100.00 
17 44,155 93.49 7 .01 477 1.01 196 .42 2,396 5.07 47,231 100.00 
18 34,046 99.34 49 .14 66 .19 32 .09 80 .23 34,273 99.99 
19 18,111 98.86 18 .10 54 .29 64 .35 72 .39 18,319 99.99 
20 28,043 99.72 4 .01 53 .19 10 .04 11 .04 28,121 100.00 
21 59,469 99.42 29 .05 81 .14 83 .14 156 .26 59,818 100.01 
Source: STF3A- 1980 Census Tape for Nebraska. 
*Includes Malayan, Polynesian, Thai, and other classifications not elsewhere identified. 
Totals do not always equal 100 percent due to rounding. 
Note: Hispanic minorities are identified separately as an ethnic rather than racial group. 
